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REPORTS. 


CHITTENDEN  COUNTY, 
January  Term,  1836. 


Pre9e.^t,  How.  CHARLES  K.  WILLIAMS,  Chief  JtMitice. 
"      STEPHEN  ROYCE,!         > 
**      SAMUEL  S.  PHELPS.     } .Assistant  Justices. 
"      ISAAC  F.  REDFIELD,]   ^ 


Emerson  h  Orvis  vs,  Jason  Washburn. 

The  plain  tiff  in  ejectment  on  mortgagUf  whon  defendant  obtains  a  d«cree  of 
foreclosure  and  time  to  redeem,  is  entitled  to  take  his  writ  of  possession  and 
execution  far  cost*  on  the  expiration  of  the  time  set  for  redemption  and  the 
terms  of  the  decree  not  conjplied  with. 

The  day  of  the  expiration  of  the  time  set  for  redemption,  is  the  day  o£  final 
judj^ment ;  and  the  day  following,  being  the  first  day  on  which  plaintiff  is 
entitled  to  execution,  is  the  first  of  the  sixty  days  within  which  plaintiff 
must  aver  a  non  est  inventus  return  on  (he  same  in  order  to  chatge  bail  on 
mesne  process. 

The  bdil  in  such  case  are  not  discliurged  by  the  operation  of  the  decree  either 
on  the  ground  that  it  extends  the  tim§  more  than  sixty-days  from  the  rendi- 
tion of  final  judgment,  or  that  the  costs  are  merged  in  the  decree. 

This  was  an  action  of  scire  facicu  against  bail  on  mesne  pro- 
cess. The  original  suit  was  ejectment  for  lands  mortgaged  by  one 
Guy  C.  Bumham,  to  the  plaintiffs.  The  body  of  the  mortgagor 
being  attached,  this  defendant  become  bail.  After  judgment  for 
the  plaintiffi  in  the  original  suit  against  Bumham  for  the  seizin 
and  possession  of  the  premises  demanded,  he  interposed  his  mo- 
tion under  our  statute  for  time  to  redeem,  upon  which  the  usual 
decree  was  made  and  the  usual  time  given.     After  the  expiration 
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CHiTTMDcif,  of  the  year  given  to  redeem,  and.  no  redemption,  the  plaintiffi,  in 
TmS?*      less  than  thirty  days,  caused  the  writ  of  possession  and  execuiian 
'for  coitSj  to  be  put  into  the  hands  of  a  proper  officer  and  a  non 
est  inventus  to  be  duly  returned.    The  declaration  was  drawn 
with  usual  formality.     The  defendant  in  the  court  below  de- 
murred generally  and  the  plaintiffi  joned. 

The  county  court  rendered  judgment  that  the  declaration  is  suf- 
ficient and  the  plaintiff  recover,  to  which  the  defendant  took  ex- 
ceptions and  the  question  comes  before  this  court  for  revision. 

Mr.  Hill  for  defendant. — I.  In  this  case  the  sdre  facias  was 
not  issued  within  one  year  from  the  time  of  rendering  the  final 
judgment  which  is  necessary. — Rev.  Stat.  p.  66,  sec.  29.  • 

2.  The  execution  must  be  taken  out  within  thirty  days  from  Uie 
time  final  judgment  is  rendered  and  put  into  the  hands  of  some  of- 
ficer proper  to  levy  and  serve  the  same. — Rev.  Stat.  p.  68,  sec. 
34— do.  p.  87,  sec.  95— do.  93,  no.  8. 

3.  The  decree  includes  the  amount  due  in  the  condition  of  the 
mortgage  deed,  and  the  cost  of  suit.  The  court  can  make  no 
other  valid  decree  in  the  case. — They  have  got  the  land  and  that 
disdiarges  the  bail. — Rev.  Stat.  p.  80,  sec.  76— do.  p.  95,  no.  13. 

4.  The  judgment  in  the  action  of  ejectment  is  satisfied  by  their 
taking  the  land,  and  if  they  prove  any  further  claim  they  must  sue 
Bumham,  and  cannot  pursue  the  bail. — 3d  Vt.  R.  581. 

Mr,  Maeck  for  plaintiff , — The  declaration  being  demurred  to 
generally,  the  only  question  is,  whether  it  sets  forth  in  substance  a 
good  cause  of  action  against  the  defendant.  It  is  believed  that 
the  defendant  can  raise  but  two  objections  of  any  plausibility 
against  the  plaintiff's  action.  I.  That  the  execution  did  not  in 
fact  issue  within  thirty  days  from  the  time  judgment  was  actually 
rendered.  2.  That  plaintifis  having  taken  possession  of  the  land, 
it  operates  as  a  satisfaction  of  the  debt  and  costs  against  his  prin- 
cipal. 

The  first  objection  might  be  easily  answered  independent  of  the 
act  of  1804,  Stat.  p.  98.  But  that  statute,  framed  for  the  pur- 
pose of  meeting  this  case  among  others,  affbrds  a  conclusive  an- 
swer to  the  objection.  This  act  enacts  that  the  day  on  which  a 
plaintiff  shall  first  be  entitled  to  hb  execution  on  a  judgment  in  his 
favor,  shall  be  deemed  as  the  time  in  which  judgment  is  ren- 
dered for  the  purpose  of  charging  the  bail.  The  act  embraces 
this  case,  and  the  plaintiff's  declaration  shows  he  has  complied 
with  its  provisions. 
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The  second  objection  cannot  avail  the  defendant.  He  contends  Chittehmn 
that  under  this  statute,  if  the  mortgagee  enters  by  force  of  a  writ 
of  possession,  he  takes  the  land  in  full  satisfaction  of  his  debt  and 
costs,  whether  it  is  worth  more  or  less  than  the  debt,  or  if  he  pro- 
ceeds in  the  collection  of  the  costs,  it  opens  the  decree.  Neither 
of  these  positions  are  well  taken.  It  is  now  well  settled  law  that 
if  the  mortgagee  enters  into  possession  of  the  land  by  the  assis- 
tance of  the  court  it  discharges  the  debt  pro  tanto  only. 

Even  if  the  taking  possession  in  this  case  would  discharge  the 
debt  and  costs,  provided  the  land  had  been  worth  the  amount,  the 
defendant  can  only  avail  himself  of  such  defence  by  plea.  Wheth- 
er it  was  or  was  not  worth  the  debt  and  costs  is  a  traversable  fact, 
and  cannot  be  ascertained  on  demurrer. 

If  the  above  reasoning  is  correct,  it  is  quite  immaterial  for  the 
determination  of  this  suit  what  may  be  the  e^ct  of  collecting  the 
costs.  The  right  is  unimpaired  by  the  effect.  But  if  the  eflbct 
is  to  open  the  decree,  it  is  a  question  of  great  practical  importance. 
We  contend  that  we  have  the  right  to  collect  the  costs,  and  if  we 
exercise  it,  we  do  not  disturb  the  decree. 

Admitting  that  it  might  be  difficult  to  maintain  our  construction 
of  the  statute,  if  the  matter  were  res  Integra^  still  a  contemporane<s 
ous  and  continued  usage  has  furnished  a  construction  which  ought 
to  prevail,  especially  where  great  mischief  would  follow  if  a  differ- 
ent construction  were  to  prevail.  The  statute^has  been 'in  opera- 
tion 38  years,  and  our  construction  has  received  the  express  assent 
of  the  expounders  and  implied  assent  of  the  makers  of  the  stat- 
ute.— Rogers  vs.  Goodmn^  2  Mass.  475. — Packard  vs.  Rich- 
ardson, 17  do.  144.— I  Swift's  Dig.  13.— 2  Coke's  Inst.  11 — 5 

Cranch,  22,  vs.  Delanccy ;  and  in  Cranch  299,  it  was  held 

that  a  contemporaneous  exposition  of  the  meaning  of  the  U.  S. 
constitution,  adopted  in  practice  and  acquiesced  in  for  12  years, 
had  fixed  .its  meaning  and  the  court  refused  to  control  it. 

The^mischief  and  inconvenience  of  a  different  interpretation  of 
the  statute  would  be  great.  The  uniform  practice  has  been  to 
collect  the  bills  of  costs  with  the  writ  of  possession  under  the  sup- 
position of  all  parties  that  it  was  legal  and  did  not  disturb  the  de- 
cree. 4  When  the  construction  of  a  statute  is  doubtful,  arguments 
drawn  from  inconvenience  will  have  great  weight.  The  dame  ar- 
guments will  apply  with  greater  force  when  the  statute  has  once 
received  a  construction  to  give  a  different  one. — 3  Mass.  221. — 
do.  539. 
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CHrTTENDCir, 

1635. 

Ementon  9l 
Orvu 

Wathbum. 


The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

RfiDFiELDy  J. — The  only  question  to  be  decided  in  the  cas-e  is, 
whether  the  liability  of  the  bail  was  discharged  by  the  operation 
of  the  decree  of  foreclosure  in  the  original  suit. 

It  is  contended,  that,  as  the  decree  operated  to  slay  the  execu- 
tion for  one  year  after  the  judgment  io  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  it  of 
necessity  discharged  the  liability  of  the  bail.  Our  statute  requires 
the  plaintiff  within  sixty  days  after  the  rendition  of^/ia/ judgment,. 
to  cause  a  return  of  non  est  inventus  to  be  regularly  made  upon 
the  execution,  issued  upon  the  judgment,  which  execution  shall  be 
"taken  out  and  put  into  the  hands  of  some  proper  officer  within 
thirty  days  from  the  rendition  of  judgment. 

The  first  inquiry  is,  when  does  a  judgment  of  the  character  nam- 
ed in  the  original  suit,  become  ^«a/,  within  the  fair  construction  of 
this  statute.  The  judgment  that  the  plaintiffs  recover  the  seizin 
and  possession  of  the  land  sued  for,  whether  rendered  by  default 
or  by  consent,  would  be  merely  interlocutory,  and  in  no  sense  final, 
unless  the  plaintiff  waived  all  claim  for  mesne  profits,  which  by 
our  statute  he  is  entitled  to  recover  in  ejectment,  and  the  defen- 
dant waived  the  right  to  call  upon  the  court  for  time  to  redeem. 
All  judgments  at  common  law  and  in  our  practice,  which  only  fix 
the  plaintiff's  i-ight  to  recover,  but  without  fixing  the  extent  of  his 
damages,  are  merely  interlocutory,  as  judgments  by  default  or  up- 
on demurrer,  or  for  want  of  a  proper  plea,  or  in  proper  time — or 
by  nihil  dicit  or  non  sum  informatus,  when  damages  are  to  be  as- 
sessed. The  judgment  in  this  case,  in  the  first  instance,  was  clear- 
ly of  this  character,  and  could  not  be  in  any  sense  treated  as  a 
final  judgment  until  after  the  decree. 

After  the  decree,  the  stauite  provides  that  the  execution  shall 
be  stayed  during  the  time  limited,  and  in  case  of  payment  of  the 
sum  due,  the  judgment  "  shall  be  vacated."  It  is  here  treated  as 
a  judgment  but  not  a  final  judgment.  It  is  one  depending  upon  a 
contingency  for  its  effect,  and  is  no  more  final  in  its  character  than 
if  the  suit  had  been  continued  for  assessment  of  damages,  or  pas- 
sed to  the  supreme  court  under  a  rule  that  judgment  shall  be  va- 
cated and  entered  for  the  opposite  party,  if  that  court  should  con- 
sider there  was  error  in  the  judgment  below  ;  until  the  contingency 
had  occurred  the  judgment  could  not  become  final.  And  we  con- 
sider this  judgment  as  merely  interlocutory  or  conditional  until  the 
expiration  of  the  time  limited  in  the  decree.  This  was  the  earli- 
est time  at  which  the  plaintifis  would  be  entitled  to  an  execution. 
And  if  any  doubt  could  be  entertained  in  regard  to  the  views  just 
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taken  of  the  case,  the  statute  passed  upon  tfiis  subject,  which  pro-  c:ninr.  deh, 
vides  that  the  day  on  which  the  party  is  first  entitled  to  his  exe-         1636.  ' 
cution,  shall,  for  the   purpose  of  charo:ing  bail,   be  considered  the    ij.nieij:oii  & 
day  of  the  rendition  of  the  judgment,  most  manifestly  both  in  terms        ^J,];'* 
and  in  rational   consiructfon,  includes  this  case.     So   that  in  any    Wu^!.i....n.  ^ 
view  it  cannot  be  said  the  filaintiffs  have  lost  their  remedy  against 
the  bail  by  the  suspension  and  stay  of  execution. 

The  consideration  that  this  stay  of  execution  is  on  motion  of  ihe 
defendant,  and  that  the  court  have  no  discretion,  but  to  fix  the 
time  of  redemption  and  order  slay  of  execution,  still  more  forcibly 
induces  us  to  decide  that  the  lapse  of  time  merely  does  net  release 
the  bail.  For  if  so,  the  defendant  might  always,  after  any  amount 
of  cost  had  accrued,  by  litigation  of  the  suit,  interpose  a  motion 
which  should  effectually  exonerate  his  bail,  without  ^he  consent  of 
the  plaintiff  or  the  order  of  the  court,  which  cannot  be  admitted. 

The  extreme  case  of  the  decree  extending  the  time  of  redemp- 
tion through  a  period  of  years,  might  sometimes  occur.  If  so  it 
would  be  only  the  chance  which  every  man  incurs  who  enters  a 
court  of  justice,  either  as  party  or  bail.  The  period  of  the  final 
determination  of  matters  in  course  of  adjudication  is  necessarily 
uncertain. '  If  one  assumes  the  liability  of  bail,  he  does  it  with  this 
reasonable  expectation,  and  if  he  considers  his  liability  more  than 
he  is  willing  to  sustain,  the  law  provides  a  ready  release  by 
committing  the  principal. 

But  it  is  contended  that  by  the  operation  of  the  decree,  the  costs 
were  so  far  merged,  that  the  plaintiffe  were  not  entitled  to  include 
these  in  their  writ  of  possession.  This  is  not  in  accordance  with 
the  contemporaneous  construction  of  this  statute,  and  long  estab-  ^ 

lished  practice  under  it.  It  has  always  been  considered  that  the 
plaintiff,  after  the  expiration  of  the  time  limited  for  the  redemption 
and  the  terms  of  the  decree  not  complied  with,  was  entitled  not 
only  to  his  writ  of  possession,  but  to  his  execution  for  costs.  And 
such  has  been  the  uniform  practice,  siib  silentio  perhaps,  for  so 
long  a  course  of  years,  that  we  should  not  now  feel  at  liberty  to 
depart  from  it^  unless  the  terms  of  the  the  statute  clearly  required 
such  departure,  in  order  to  restore  it  to  its  legitimate  operation. — 
Stuart  vs.  Laird  (I  Cranch  299)  1  Pet.  Cond.  316. 

And  from  a  fair  construction  of  the  statute,  it  does  not  seem  to 
admit  of  much  question  that  such  was  the  intention  of  the  framers. 
The  costs  are  indeed  to  be  included  in  the  decree.  For  no  rational 
construction  would  admit  that  the  defendant  might  redeem  the 
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1836. 

Kinffiwa  & 
.  Orvig 

WaKiiburn. 


^"J|™^'*»  premises  and  thus  relieve  them  from  the  lien  created  by  the  mort- 
g^g<?*  until  the  costs  as  well  as  the  debt  were  paid. 

But  if  no  payment  of  the  sum  stated  in  the  decree  is  made^ 
what  is  its  effect  ?  It  is  not  such  a  merger  of  the  original  cause 
of  action  as  results  from  a  judgment  in  a  personal  action  upon  the 
securities  described  in  the  condition  of  the  mortgage.  The  plain- 
tiff may  or  may  not  take  possession  of  the  land.  If  he  do,  it  is 
only  at  most  payment  pro  tanio^  in  the  ratio  of  its  value  to  the 
sum  due.  If  the  land  be  not  of  value  adequate  to  the  full  pay- 
ment of  the  debt,  the  plaintiff  may  pursue  his  mortgage  securities 
and  collect  the  difference,  or  if  the  defendant  does  not  see  fit  to 
claim  the  offset  of  the  land,  it  may  be  considered  as  opening  the 
decree.  But  in  no  event  is  .taking  possession  of  the  land  under 
the  decree  payment  of  the  sum  stated,  unless  it  appear  that  the 
land  was  of  value  sufficient  for  the  purpose.  And  this  must  ap- 
pear by  showing  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  which  is  not  attemp- 
ted here.  If  the  defendant  had  here  relied  upon  tliat,  it  should 
at  all  even's  be  presented  by  plea. 

But  the  couit  think  that  the  legislature  did  not  intend  to  put  the 
cost  on  the  same  footing  with  the  money  secured  by  the  mortgage. 
The  cost  accrues  in  consequence  of  defendant's  neglect  to  surren- 
der possession,  which  he  is  bound  to  do  on  coudition  broken. 
The  decree  is  made  at  the  request  and  for  the  benefit  of  the  de- 
fendant. The  costs  not  having  accrued  in  consequence  of  the 
plaintiff's  application  to  have  defendant's  right  of  redemption  fore- 
closed, are  on  different  grounds  from  costs  in  chancery  on  bill  for 
foreclosure  by  mortgagee.  And  from  every  view  we  have  no  doubt 
the  plaintiff  in  this  case  is  entitled  to  his  scire  facias  against  the 
bail  for  the  recovery  of  the  costs.  # 

The  judgment  of  the  county  court  is  therefore  aflSrmed. 
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Silas  B.  Sibley  vs.  Joseph  Story.  ^""'.hi^yT' 

18M. 

If  an  officer  attaeh  property  tmd.  bail  it  to  a  receipt  man,  who  refuses  to  rede-  ' 

Utot  it  OD  roqncst,  he  may  sufliaio  trover  agrainst  such  receipt  man.  '^^^ 

6tw. 
This  was  ao  actioD  of  trover  for  a  horse*    Plea,  geoeral  issue. 

To  support  the  issue  on  his  part,  the  plaintiff  introduced  the 
following  receipt : 

''Received^  Milton  July  30tb,  1833,  of  S.  B.  Sibley,  con- 
stable of  Milton,  one  grey  stud  colt,  four  years  old,  valued 
at  one  hundred  dollars,  attached  at  the  suit  of  Francis  Roe  vs. 
Silas  Smith,  jr.,  demanding  in  damages  fifty  dollars  which  1  prom- 
ise to  deliver  S.  B.  Sibley  or  bearer  on  demand,  or  pay  said  debt 
and  all  costs  on  account  of  not  delivering  said  property." 

(Signed)  JOSEPH  STORY." 

And  on  the  back  of  the  receipt  was  the  following  endorsement : 

"I  hereby  acknowledge  a  demand  of  the  property  named  in  this 
receipt  made  by  Silas  B.  Sibley,  constable  of  Milton,  520tli  Sept. 
1834." 

(Signed)  JOSEPH  STORY." 

The  plaintiff  also  introduced  the  record  of  the  original  attach- 
ment, judgment  and  execution,  in  favor  of  Roe  vs.  Smith,  which 
showed  the  judgment  to  be  regular,  and  the  execution  issued  in 
due  season  to  hold  the  property.  The  defendant  contended  that 
the  action  of  trover  could  not  be  sustained,  that  plaintiff's  cause 
of  action  was  substantially  a  contract  made  in  the  alternative,  and 
the  action  should  have  been  on  the  contract.  It  was  admitted  that 
the  defendant  refused  to  redeliver  the  property  upon  the  demand 
of  the  plaintiff,  claiming  the  horse  by  purchase  of  said  Smith 
previous,  to  the  attachment.  The  objections  were  not  sustained 
by  the  court,  and  judgment  was  rendered  for  plaintiff.  To  which 
defendant  excepted.  Exceptions  allowed  and  the  case  ordered  to 
supreme  court  for  revision. 

Mr.  Match  for  defendant. — On  the  evidence,  as  it  appears  from 
the  bill  of  exceptions,  this  action  cannot  be  maintained.  In  the 
case  of  a  tavern  keeper,  tailor,  wharfinger,  agister  of  cattle,  and 
common  carrier,  it  is  not  to  be  denied  that  if  they  convert  the 
articles,  delivered  them  to  keep  merely,  to  their  own  use,  trover 
can  be  sustained.  But  in  all  these  cases  it  will  be  observed  the 
contract  in  point  of  law  and  fact  invests  the  receiver  with  no  other 
power  over  the  goods  except  to  keep  and  redeliver  to  the  o\^er, 
and  consequently  a  disposition  of  them  is  a  breach  of  duty  and 
direct  tort. 


Digitized  by  VjQOQ IC 


16  CASES  IN  THE  SUPREME  COURT. 

^  "iaiiu/!^^*^'       Cut  when  a  power  of  sale  is  either  expressly  given  by  the  con- 

^^^        tract  of  the  parties  or  can   reasonably  be  inferred  from  the  nature 

sih»«-y       of  the   transaction,   trover  cannnot  be  sustained  for  the  articles^ 
Sto7y.        though  the  power  is  not  strictty  pursued. 

It  cannot  be  sustained  against  a  broker  or  factor  who  has  posi- 
tive orders  not  to  sell  under  a  certain  price,  and  sells  below  the 
price;  but  the  remedy  is  an  action  on  the  case. — 3  Taunton  117, 
Deufresne  vs.  Hutchinson. 

If  the  receipt  bad  stopped  at  the  word  "demand,"  the  ac- 
tion could  not  have  been  sustained.  By  the  custom  and  usage  of 
the  country  from  the  fact  that  a  sheriff  has  delivered  over  property 
to  a  receiptor,  a  power  of  disposition  is  implied.  The  receipt  is 
substituted  for  a  replevin  bond  and  if  the  goods  had  been  replevied 
and  not  redelivered  to  the  officer,  it  cannot  be  pretended  he  or  any 
one  else  could  maintain  trover  for  them.  The  receipt  is  a  mere 
indemnity  to  the  sheriff,  and  if  the  property  is  not  redelivered,  the 
offictir  looks  to  the  receiptors,  and  it  is  not  necessary  for  him  to 
show  the  receiptors  have  actually  received  the  properly. 

But  when  the  receipt  contains  the  stipulations  the  one  in  ques- 
tion does,  it  is  absurd  to  contend  the  officer  may  maintain  trover 
if  tiie  property  is  not  redelivered.  A  power  of  sale  is  expressly 
given  on  the  face  of  it.  The  undeitaking  of  the  defendant  is, 
liiat  he  will  deliver  the  property  or  pay  the  debt  and  costs.  It 
was  a  conditional  contract  in  the  outset  that  the  defendant  might 
treat  this  property  as  his  own  if  he  pleased,  and  the  condition 
was  not  that  the  debtor  would  pay  for  the  property  itself  at  its  ac- 
tual value,  but  that  he  would  pay  the  debt  and  costs  which  might 
be  recovered  against  Smith,  if  he  did  not  return  it.  The  paying 
the  debt  was  not  a  condition  precedent  to  the  power  of  disposition, 
but  it  was  a  consequence  of  exercising  the  power. 

Whether  the  officer  had  the  right  of  so  disposing  of  the  prop- 
erty cannot  be  material  as  regards  the  parties.  If  he  conmiitted 
a  tort  as  respects  the  debtor,  by  so  disposing,  it  cannot  conveit  a 
contract  betweeo  him  and  the  defendant  into  a  tort.  Such  receipts 
are  private  contracts  between  the  officer  and  receiptor.— C/aritc 
vs.  Clough,  3  Greenleaf  357. 

Mr.  Hill  for  plaintiff . — It  is  well  settled  that  an  officer  who 
has  attached  goods  on  mesne  process,  may  maintain  trover  against 
any  one  who  shall  meddle  with  them  unlawfully.—^  Dane  Ab. 
189;   1  Mod.  31-2;   Saunder's  R.  47;   1  Pick.  R.  395. 

2.    An  officer  who  attaches  hay,  &c.  and  leaves  a  copy  with 
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the  town  clerk,  can  maintain  trover  if  any  one  converts  il. — 4  Vt*-  ^  jlJ^SSJj*"^ 
R.  76.  ^   J^ 

3.  The  very  denial  of  goods  to  bitn  that  has  a  right  to  demand      sibiey 
them,  is  an  actual  conversion. — Hall  C.  J.  6  Mod.  212.  B(^. 

4.  When  goods  are  lent  or  delivered  to  another  to  keep,  and 
he  refuses  to  deliver  them  on  demand,  trespass  does  not  lie,  but 
the  proper  remedy  is  trover. — 1  Chit.  Pleadings,  157  ;  Sir  Thos. 
Ray,R.  472;2Saunder'sR.47;  Bull,  N.  P.  44;  2  Phil.  Ev. 
148,  and  note. 

5.  Where  an  agent  has  rendered  himself  liable  for  a  non-fea- 
sance or  mis-feasance,  the  principal  may,  at  his  election,  have  an 
action  of  assumpsit  or  case.— 1  Livermore  on  agency,  375;  Cites 
4  Bos.  andPul.  43;  6  East.  333;  3  East.  62. 

6.  An  action  of  trover  will  not  lie  for  a  bare  omission,  but  there 
must  be  some  positive  act  of  the  defendant  to  constitute  a  conver- 
sion.— 1  Livermore  on  agency,  385  ;  Cites  Salk.  655 ;  5  Burr, 
28-^5;   BullN.  P.  45;   Taunt.  841 ;   Vt.  223. 

7.  Trover  will  lie  against  a  common  carrier  for  non-feasance  or' 
mis-feasance. — 2  Wils.  3 1 9.     Also  for  delivering  goods  to  a  wrong 
person. — 1  Livermore  on  agency,  379 ;  Peake's  N.  P.  R.  49. 
Also  against  a  wharfinger  who  refuses  to  deliver  goods  where  ^• 
has  no  leave. — 3  Danes  Ab.  208.  --"* 

8.  The  supreme  court  of  this  state  have  decided  tfiaC  i  sherift 
does  not  part  with  the  right  of  possession  to  property  which  he 
has  attached  and  put  into  a  man's  hands  and  taken  a  receipt  for  it. 
1  Daniel  Chipman's  R.  61 ;  4  Vt.  R.  605 ;  5  Vf,  i«3;  There  it. 
follows  as  a  matter  of  course,  that  if  Sibley  could  have  gone  aiid 
taken  this  horse  the  next  day  after  taking  the  receipt  for  him,  (Tor  ^ 
the  courts  say  he  had  a  right  to  take  him  any  time  without  the 
consent  of  the  receipt  man.     4  Vt.  R.  607,)  he  could  then  make 

a  demand  and  a  refusal  would  give  to  him  the  action  of  trover  ac- 
cording to  the  reason  given. — 3  East.  62 ;    1  Cowen  R.  322. 

9.  It  never  was  the  intention  of  the  plaintiff  to  part  with  the 
property,  by  taking  the  receipt,  for  it  is  expressly  agreed  to  rede- 
liver it  OB  demand  to  Sibley  or  bearer. 

10.  But  when  the  demand  was  made  and  diefendant  refused  to 
deliver  the  property  or  to  pay  for  it,  there  was  a  conversion,  and 
the  plaintiff  had  his  election  to  provde  in  tort  or  assumpsit. 

11.  It  is  no  disadvantage  to  the  defendant  for  the  plaintiff  to 
commence  his  action  in  trover,  but  it  is  an  advantage.  He  can 
now  show  that  the  horse  was  his,  (which  he  attempted  to  do) 
which  he  could  not  do,  had   the    action  been   brought  on   the 
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^"jSHaJ^"'  '^®»P^-     He  might  show  in  this  form  of  action  that  the  aflfeirtook 
^^^-        no  property  into  his  possession. 

sibiry  12.   It  takes  away  from  the  defendant  no  defence  that  he  might 

St'JJly.       make  in  assumpsit.     In  feet  he  can  show  every   thing   under  the 
plea  of  not  guilty. — 3  Dane  Ab.  205. 

13.  It  is  much  the  most  convenient  nK>de  of  practice  and  ought 
to  be  sustained  by  the  court,  if  it  does  not  give  to  the  plaintiff  ad- 
vantages which  he  would  not  have  in  assumpsit  and  take  away 
advantages  from  the  defendant. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

Redfield,  J. — The  only  question  arising  upon  the  bill  of  ex- 
ceptions is,  whether  trover  be  the  appropriate  remedy  in  this 
case.  There  can  be  no  doubt  assumpsit  will  lie,  upon  such  a  re- 
ceipt in  the  name  of  a  deputy  sheriff  even,  when  so  expressed  in 
the  receipt.  The  bailing  of  property  attached  on  mesne  process  to 
a  receipt  man,  so  common  in  our  practice,  is  not  so  far  an  official  act 
of  the  attaching  officer,  that  he  is  bound  to  make  (he  baihnent  on 
request  of  the  debtor ;  and  still  it  is  so  far  official  in  its  character, 
thai  the  sheriff  may  claim  to  have  made  the  bailment  through  his 
deputy,  and  may  maintain  an  action  for  the  non  delivery  on  request, 
JO  Lia  awn  name. — Davis  vs.  Miller ,  1  Vt.  Reps.  9;  Spencer  vs. 
William  ^ei  al.  2  Vt.  R.  209.  There  can  be  as  little  doubt  that 
the  sheriff  oc  his  deputy  orany  other  officer,  making  an  attachment, 
whether  they  ^ave  the  actual  custody,  or  have  bailed  the  property 
to  a  receipt  man,  or  have  only  a  constructive  possession  by  opera- 
lion  of  law,  as  is  the  case  with  those  articles  of  personal  properly 
not  required  by  our  statute  to  be  removed,  in  order  to  constitute 
an  attachment,  e.  g.  hay,  grain,  he,  {Lowry  vs.  fValker,  4  Vt. 
R.  76;  same  case  reconsidered,  5  Vt.  181)  may  sustain  trover 
against  any  one  guilty  of  converting  the  property. 

It  is  indeed  a  well  settled  rule  of  common  law,  that  a  mere  de- 
positary of  goods  is  liable,  in  trover,  for  any  abuse  or  even  use  of 
them,  and  equally  for  refusal  to  deliver  the  thing  bailed  to  the 
bailor  on  request. 

But  a  bailee  for  use  is  not  liable  in  trover  for  a  mere  abuse  of 
the  chattel,  but  the  appropriate  remedy  is  trespass  on  the  case  or 
assumpsit. — 1  Saund.  47,  No.  1  ;  1  Ch.  R.  650.  Rutin  this  case 
if  he  refuse  to  redeliver  the  thing  bailed  or  put  it  to  another  and 
different  use  from  that  for  which  it  was  bailed,  he  is  guilty  of  a 
conversion  and  liable  in  trover.  A  nice  distinction  is  taken  in  the 
books  between  mis-feasance  and  wow-feasance  by  the  bailee.     In  the 
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former  case  the  bailor  may,  at  his  electioo,  bring  assumpsit  case  or  tn>-  ^"  j^^JJ™"' 
ver,  but  in  the  latter  case  trover  will  not  lie.     After  the  bailment      ^^^- 
is  determined  either  by  its  own  limitation  or  the  act  of  the  bailee,      Sibiey 
the  law  considers  the  several  species  of  bailment  as  resulting  in  a       srory.' 
naked  deposit,  and  trover  will  always  lie  after  demand  and  refusal; 
and  trespass  even,  when  the  bailment  is  determined  by  the  bailee  ^ 

destroying  the  subject  of  the  bailment.  These  principles  are  too 
well  settled  and  too  familiar  to  require  discussion.^-Story  on  B. 
74,-84,  93,  1  Chitty  on  PI. 

In  this  case,  if  the  plaintiff  had  merely  delivere.d,  the*property 
to  the  defendant  for  safe  keeping,  it  would  hardly  be  contended  he 
could  not  sustain  trover  against  him  for  converting  it  to  his  own  use. 

And  the  common  receipt  taken  in  these  cases  is  not  intended  to 
vary  the  obligation  resulting  from  the  relation,  and  in  fact  does  not. 
In  such  case  it  has  always  been  held  here  that  the  officer  might 
bring  trespass  or  trover  against  a  stranger  who  wrongfully  interfer- 
ed with  the  property,  while  in  the  possession  of  the  receipt 
man. — Bedlam,  executory  vs.  Tucker,  1  Pickering  395 ;  Sudden 
vs.  Lovittf  ubi  infra ;  GMs  vs.  Chase,  10  Mass.  Rep.  104 ; 
O ales  vs.  Gates,  15  Mass.  310;  Brownel  V3.  Manchester,  1 
Pick.  389. 

It  has  been  decided  in  Massachusetts  that  the  receipt  man  is  a 
mere  servant  of  the  attaching  officer  and  has  no  such  interest  as 
will  enable  him  to  maintain  an  action  of  trespass  or  trover  against  a 
mere  stranger. —  Waterman  vs.  Robinson,  5  Mass.  303;  Sudden 
vs.  Lovitt,  9  Mass.  104 ;  lb.  265  ;  14  Mass.  217,  Commonwealth 
vs.  Morse. 

But  although  it  be  conceded  that  the  dociT\ne2{Barrows  vs. 
Stoddard,  3  Conn.  160)  that  the  receipt  man  may  bring  trover  or 
trespass  for  any  wrong  done  by  a  stranger  to  the  property  while  in 
his  possession,  or  that  of  bis  servant,  is  more  in  analogy  to  the 
settled  principles  of  the  right  and  duties  of  bailees  in  other  cases, 
which  is  undoubtedly  true,  still,  it  must  be  admitted  that  the  cases 
in  Ck>nnecticut,  {Burrows  vs.  Stoddard,)  and  also  in  New  York, 

(Mitchell  vs.  Hinman,  8  Wendell )  and  especially  the  Mass. 

cases  cited  above  treat  the  possession  of  the  receipt  man  as  being 
the  possession  of  the  officer. 

It  is  well  settled  that  the  mere  depositary  of  goods  has  no  prop- 
erty in  them. — Hartrop  vs.  Hoare,  3  Atk.  49 ;  Story  on  bail- 
ments, 72,  73;   Isaac  vs.  GarJce,  2  Bulstrode  R.  306,  311. 

But  it  is  equally  clear  that  the  bailee,  under  such  circumstances, 
may  maiotain  trover  against  a  mere  stranger. — Same  cases  and 
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^'Z^^' Booth  vs.  WiUon,   1  B.  and  Aid.  59;   Sutton   vs.  Bricky  2 
^^\  Taunt.  381. 

Sibiajr  The  receipt  man  has  a  mere  naked  custody  and  no  property  in 

sSrf.       the  thing  receipted,  any  more  than  any  other  depositary. — Nor- 
ton vs.Rofle,  8  Cowen  137. 

The  ofiScer  has  a  right  to  resume  the  actual  custody  at  any  time. 
Pierson  vs.  Hovey  et  al.  1  D.  Chip.  51 ;  Beach  vs.  Abbott  fy 
Shdgety  4  Vt  R.  605 ;  Rood  vs.  Scott  et  al  5  Vt.  R.  263 ; 
Philips  vs.  BrtdgCy  11  Mass.  242. 

In  short,  the  receipt  man  is  at  most  the  temporary  bailee  of  the 
property,  with  the  right  to  use  it  by  consent  of  the  debtor,  but  liable 
at  any  time  to  be  called  to  account  and  guilty  of  converting  the 
property  by  any  abuse  or  wrongful  use  or  refusal  to  deliver  on  re- 
quest. These  principles  are  too  well  settled  by  repeated  adjudica- 
tions, sub  sikntio  indeed,  and  a  uniform  course  of  practice  for  too 
long  a  time  to  be  now  brought  in  question. — Bedlam  vs.  Tucker ; 
Lockwood  vs.  Butt,  1  Cowen  322.  In  New  York  the  form  of 
action  is  generally  trover.  It  has  been  brought  in  this  state  as  of- 
ten, it  is  believed,  as  any  other  form  of  action  in  cases  of  this 
character.  The  same  is  true  of  Connecticut  and  Massachusetts. 
And  we  here  decide  that  trover  is  the  appropriate  remedy. 

But  it  is  attempted  to  liken  this  to  the  case  of  a  bailment  with 
a  power  of  sale.  And  this  is  attempted  to  be  inferred  from  the 
stipulation  of  defendant,  being  in  the  alternative,  and  not  fixing 
the  value  of  the  property  as  the  measure  of  liability,  but  the 
amount  of  the  debt  and  costs. 

This  does  not  vary  the  case.  In  no  sense  can  this  be  construed  a 
<<power  of  sale."  The  plaintiff  could  confer  no  such  power.  If 
he  could  have  done,  it  is  in  vain  to  infer  one  from  the  terms  of  the 
,  contract.  No  such  power  is  expressed  or  was  intended  to  be, 
so  that  any  analogy,  which  was  attempted  to  be  shown  between 
this  and  the  case  of  Sergeant  vs.  Blunt,  16  Johns.  74,  or  3 
^  Taunt.    1 17  Dfufresne  vs.  Hutchinson,  where  it  was  held  trover, 

will  not  lie  against  an  agent  for  selling  goods  intrusted  to  him  for 
sale,  below  the  price  at  which  he  was  required  to  sell  by  hb  in- 
structions, wholly  fails. 

It  is  believed  that  this  receipt  is  in  the  form  in  which  many 
years  since  it  was  most  common  to  express  the  liability.  It  is  in- 
tended to  express,  in  definite  terms,  the  extent  of  defendant's  lia- 
bility to  plaintiff.  It  was  natural  defendant  should  wish  it  so 
draughted.  It  was  but  reasonable  plaintiff  should  consent  to  such 
a  limitation,  as  long  as  the  defendant  was  the  friend  of  the  debtor, 
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and  the  property  would  doubtless  go  immediately  into  his  posses-  ^^j^^,y'^* 
sion,  90  that  plaintiff   would  hardly  be  called  upon  to  take  any        i^^e.' 
indemnity  against  a   possible  liability  over  to  him.     There  being       sibiey 
no  error  in  the  proceedings  below.  g.J^Jy 

Judgment  is  affirmed. 


Asa  Aldis,  Ex'r  of  Sanford  Godcomb,  vs.  Justus  Buhdick.       *^l^,^'*' 

1836. 
ABabstantial  compliance  with  Judge  Chipman's  forms  of  levy  of  an  execution 

on  real  estate  ia  sof&cient  to  paae  the  title,  and  a  literal  compliance  will  not 

be  required. 
If  a  tenant  of  the  debtor  be  in  possession  of  land  at  the  time  of  the  levy  of  exc. 

cation,  and  he  continue  in  possession  until  the^expiration  of  six  months,  and 

the  land  is  not  redeemed,  he  becomes  tlie  tenant  of  the  creditor  and  the  title 

all  along  is  so  far  the  same,  that  as  between  the  debtor  and  creditor  there  is 

DO  adyerse  possession. 
If  there  were  an  adverse  possession  it  will  not  render  void   a  conveyance  by 

the  marshall  of  the  United  States,  such  conveyance  not  coming  within  the 

intent  of  the  statute,  avoid ing« conveyances  by  reason  of  adverse  possession. 
If  an  executor  or  administrator  declare  on   his  own  seizin,  in  an  action  of 

ejectment  he  must  prove  his  appointment  as  a  part  of  his  title,  but  not  so 

where  he  declares  upon  the  seizin  of  his  testator  or  intestate. 

This  case  came  into  this  court  upon  exceptions  taken  In  the 
county  court.  The  action  was  ejectment  for  lands  in  Burlington. 
The  plaintiff  declared  upon  his  own  seizin  as  executor^  and  the 
defendant  pleaded  the  general  issue.  On  trial  the  plaintiff  gave 
no  evidence  of  his  appointment  as  executor,  and  the  court  held  it 
unnecessary.  Both  parties  claimed  title  from  one  Tliaddeus  Tut- 
tle.  The  plaintiff  relied  upon  the  levy  of  an  executor  upon  the 
land  in  favor  of  the  United  States  against  Tuttle,  and  a  subse- 
quent sale  of  the  land  to  plaintiff's  testator  under  instructions  from 
the  secretary  of  the  treasury.  The  levy  was  dated  the  3 1  st  day  of 
March,  1817.  The  marshalFs  deed  to  plaintiff's  testator  was  un- 
der date  of  4th  of  August,  1819.  It  was  shown  on  the  trial  in  the 
court  below,  that  at  the  date  of  the  levy,  one  Thomas  Gill  was  in 
possession  of  the  land  as  tenant  to  Tuttle  and  continued  to  occupy 
until  subsequent  to  the  date  of  the  deed  aforesaid,  and  on  the  20tb 
of  August,  1819,  he  in  writing  formally  acknowledged  himself 
tenant  of  the  land  under  plaintiff's  testator. 

The  defendant  relied  upon  certain  defects  in  the  levy.  The 
levy  was  in  these  words :  "Know  all  men  by  these  presents,  &c. 
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ClIITTCIIDBiV, 

January. 

1836. 


A  Mia 

Burdidr. 


It  appeared  that  Gill  continued  to  hold  possession  of  the  land 
_  until  1824  or  1825. 

The  plaintiff  also  gave  in  evidence  copies  of  regular  deeds  of 
conveyance  of  the  land  from  Tuitle  to  the  defendant  through 
Charles  Adams. 

The  county  court  rendered  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  to  which 
decision  the  defendant  excepted  and  brings  the  case  here  for  re- 
vision. 

C.  Adams  for  Defendant. — I.  Plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  re- 
cover without  the  will  as  part  of  his  title. — Ex.  Tucker  vs.  Slarksy 
Bray.  98. — Clapp,  Ad.,  vs.  Benrdsley,  1  Vt.  151. — Seymour^ 
Ad.,  vs.  Beach,  4  Vt.  493. 

II.  And  was  avoided  by  adverse  prossession. — Blake  vs.  Howe^ 
1  Aik.  306. 

III.  Plaintiff  is  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations. 

1 .  Statute  limitations  extends  to  government  as  well  as  individ- 
uals.—5/fl/€  vs.  Weeks,  4  Vt.  216.— 5  Bar.  Ab.559.— JW.  Clung 
vs.  Silliman,  3  Pet.  278. 

2.  The  exemption  does  not  extend  to  the  United  States. 

3.  The  exemption  is  confined  to  original  liabilities  and  does  not 
extend  to  cases  where  the  government  succeeds  to  rights  of  indi- 
viduals. — United  States  vs.  Bradford,  3  Pet.  29. — King  vs. 
6  Price  Petersdorf. 

IV.  The  levy  of  the  execution  was  void. — Smith  vs.  Runneh 
and  Hunt,  I  Vt.  \4d.—fVaterford  vs.  Brookfivld,  2  Vt.  200. 
— Reading  vs.  Wtathersfidd,  3  Vt.  349. — Galusha  vs.  Sinclair, 
3  Vt.  394.— Dod^c  vs.  Prime,  4  Vt.  191.— Mc/caZ/- vs.  GiUett, 
5  Con.  4O0.~Mitchell  vs.  Kirtland,  7  Con.  229.— Co€  vs.  Stow, 
8  Con.  536. — Cady  vs.  Knapp,  2  Mas.  754. —  n hitman  vs.  7y- 
Ur,  8  Mas.  284.— W'lVKanM  vs.  Amory,  14  Mas.  20. 

Mr.  Maeckfor  plaintiff. — 1.  The  levy  is  substantially  accord- 
ing to  the  established  and  approved  form,  and  though  the  officer 
dc^esnot  state  that  he  administered  the  oath,  yet  th'?  court  will  in- 
tend, that  it  was  administered  by  the  proper  ofQcer. — Eastman  vs, 
Cf/r/w,  4  Vt.  Rep,  616. 

So  the  officer  having  returned  that  the  appraisers  were  mutually 
chosen  by  the  parties,  it  does  not  lie  in  the  mouth  of  the  debtor,  or 
of  one  claiming  under  him,  to  object  that  the  appraisers  were  not 
duly  appointed.  If  Tuttle  was  satisfied  of  the  authority  of  the 
person  assuming  to  act  in  behalf  of  the  plaintiff,  his  grantee  is 
bound  by  his  acquiescence,  and  the  court  will  not  inquire  who  ac- 
ted for  the  United  States,  especially  as  the  the  government  has 
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recognized  and  adopted  the  act  of  the   agenl  by  conveying  the  ^"J^J^IJ""' 
land. 


1836. 


2.  The  conveyance  to  the  plaintiff's  testator  appears  to  have       AWit 
been  made  in  conformity  with  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  con-     Burdick. 
gress. — 1  Story's  U.  S.  Laws,  775. 

3.  All  Tattle's  rights,  both  legal  and  equitable,  being  transferred 
by  the  levy  to  the  government,  and  tl^eir  grantee,  the  tenant  of 
Tuttle  might  lawfully  attorn  to  the  grantee,  and  without  proof  of 
snch  attornment,  it  would  yet  be  presumed,  because  |X)ssession  is 
always  prima  facie  subordinate  to  the  legal  estate.  But  if  tlie 
possession  of  Gill  is  to  be  treated  as  adverse,  yet  as  the  statute 
does  not  run  against  the  government,  the  computation  of  the  fifteen 
years  must  begin  at  the  time  of  the  conveyance  to  Godcomb,  and 
so  the  limitation  had  not  run  at  the  commencment  of  the  action, 
nor  was  the  deed  from  the  marshall  to  Godcomb  void  by  reason 
of  tbe  adverse  possession,  for  in  Vermont  a  deed  is  not  avoided 
by  adverse  possession,  but  by  force  of  the  statute,  and  by  that  stat- 
ute tbe  government  is  not  bound. 

4.  Upon  not  guilty,  the  executor  need  not  show  his  auiiiority. 
C/iipp  vs.  Btardshy.  4  Vt.  Rep.  151  ;  Prop.  Soc.  vs.  Pawlctt, 
4  Pet.  U.  S.  R.  480;  case  of  Vlapp  vs.  Beardslcyy  I  Vt.  151. 

The  court  decide  that  the  appointment  of  an  administrator  or 
executor  oannot  be  questioned  under  the  general  issue ;  but  it 
does  not  appear  by  that  case  whether  the  plaintiff  declared  on  his* 
own  seisin  or  that  of  his  intestate.  It  must  have  been  on  that  of 
bb  administrator  or  tbe  case  is  not  law.  For  the  law  has  been 
long  well  settled  that  if  an  administrator  or  executor  declares  in 
ejectment  on  his  own  seizin  as  in  this  case,  he  must  show  his  appoint- 
ment as  a  part  of  his  title  as  much  as  if  he  claimed  by  deed  from 
the  testator.  This  distinction  is  recognized  m  all  the  books,  and  is 
adverted  to  by  judge  Mattocks  with  approbation  in  the  case  of 
Barrttt  vs.  Vaughn,  6  Ct.  243. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  pronounced  by 

RcjoFiELD,  J. — The  counsel  in  this  case  seem  to  have  expected 
thai  the  questions  raised  upon  the  merits  of  the  ease  should  be 
considered  and  decided  by  tbe  court  in  order  to  dispose  of  the  case, 
ootwitlistanding  the  court  might  be  inclined  against  the  decision  of 
the  county  court,  upon  the  question  of  not  requiring  the  plaintiff  to 
prove  his  appointment  as  executor  under  tbe  general  issue. 

Tbe  levy  is  first  objected  to  as  being  void.  It  is  said  the  offi- 
cer's return  does  not  show  that  the  appraisers  were  legally  appoint- 
ed.    Tbe  words  of  tbe  return  are,  that  the  appraisers  were  "  mu- 
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^^jMuarT^'  tually  chosen  and  agreed  on  by  the  parties."  The  statute  requires 
^^36.  that  when  the  appraisers  are  appointed  through  the  agency  of  the 
Aidis  parties,  each  party  should  select  one  appraiser  and  that  they  shall 
Uurditk.  agree  upon  the  third.  Here  they  agree  upon  the  three,  who  pos- 
sess all  the  requisite  qualifications.  This  is  not  only  a  substantial 
but  a  literal  compliance  with  the  statute.  For  \f  the  party  agree 
upon  an  appraiser  he  chooses  him,  so  that  each  party,  instead  of 
choosing  one  appraiser,  chooses  two,  and  they  agree  upon  the 
third.  This  was  expressly  decided  in  Eastman  vs.  Curtis,  4  Vt. 
616.  But  it  is  said  the  United  States,  being  a  party  to  this  levy, 
the  return  of  the  officer  cannot  be  true,  since  no  one  appears  to 
have  been  authorized  to  act  on  their  behalf,  and  having  no  person- 
al existence,  they  could  not  act  of  themselves  directly  and  immedi- 
ately. There  can  be  no  doubt  congress  might  have  appointed  an 
agent  for  this  purpose.  The  secretary  of  the  treasury  would  have 
been  authorized  to  act  in  this  matter.  And  even  if  the  district  at- 
torney be  considered  in  the  light  of  the  attorney  of  record  in  ac- 
tions between  personal  parties,  and  not  on  that  account  agents  of 
the  party  for  ti)e  purpose  of  the  levy,  still  it  being  possible  that 
the  United  States  should  have  acted  in  this  way,  we  consider  the 
legal  intendment  that  they  did  so  act.  And  it  is  not  now  in  the 
power  of  the  judgment -tlebtor  or  his  grantee,  after  having  acquies- 
ced in  the  autiiority  of  whomsoever  claimed  to  act  as  ageat,  and  pro- 
ceeded with  the  levy  without  objection,  to  avoid  the  levy  by  show- 
ing, out  of  the  record,  a  want  of  authority  in  the  agent,  the  United 
States  having  all  along  acquiesced  in  the  sufficiency  of  the  agent's 
authority. 

It  is  further  objected  that  the  appraisers  were  not  properly  sworn. 
The  return  is  in  these  words  :  "  sworn  in  due  foim  of  law."  The 
expression  found  in  judge  Chipman's  forms,  in  this  respect,  is  very 
similar,  '^  sworn  according  to  law."  These  forms  have,  by  repeat- 
ed judicial  determinations,  been  declared  sufficient,  and  the  depart- 
ure here  is  too  immaterial  to  warrant  any  distinction.  The  phrases, 
"  in  due  form  of  law,"  and  "  according  to  law,"  must  surely  be 
equivalent.  And  the  legal  intendment  of  both  is,  that  the  proper 
oath  was  administered  by  the  proper  officer.  Such  have  been  the 
decisions  in  this  state.  This  disposes  of  all  the  objections  urged 
against  the  levy. — Cleveland  vs.  Allen,  4  Vt.  176. 

No  objection  is  taken  to  the  form  of  the  deed  given  by  the  roar- 
shall  to  plantiffs  testator.  It  is  admitted  to  be  in  compliance  with 
the  requirements  of  the  statute  of  May  7, 1800,  then  in  force.  But 
it  is  objected  that  the  marshall's  deed  was  void  by  reason  of  an  ad- 
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verse  possession ;  the  tenant  of  Tullle  having  all  along  continued  ^"j^i^"""' 
to  occupy  ihe  premises.  The  possession  of  Tuttleor  his  tenant  _ 
cannot  io  any  sense  be  considered  adverse  to  the  levy,  butafter  the 
six  months  has  expired  must  be  held  to  be  only  in  subordination  to 
the  levy.  So  that  at  the  timeof  the  levy,  Gill  was  in  possession 
as  the  tenant  of  the  United  States.  The  fact  of  his  not  having  then 
attoraed  makes  no  difference.  JV^^r  does  his  subsequent  attornment 
in  any  way  affect  the  relation,which  by  operation  of  law  had  already 
been  created  between  Gill  and  the  United  States.  After  the  ex- 
piration of  the  six  months  given  for  redemption,  the  law  casts  the 
seizin  upon  the  creditor  without  any  acton  his  part  and  gives  him 
tlie  possession  of  the  debtor  or  his  tenant  with  an  immediate  right 
of  entry.  And  the  debtor  or  his  legal  representatives,  remaining 
in  possession,  are  made  liable  (or  rents  for  the  whole  time.  It 
would  then  be  absurd  to  bold  that  the  debtor's  possession  was  ad- 
verse to  that  of  the  creditor,  when  the  title  and  possession  of  both 
is  identical. — Rev.  Laws.  Chap.  28,  Sec.  6. 

The  fact  too  that  the  conveyance  by  the  marshall  is  a  convey- 
ance by  operation  of  law  and  not  by  contract  between  the  parties, 
clearly  puts  the  case  out  of  the  statute.  This  point  has  been  decided 
in  relation  to  conveyance  by  the  levy  of  an  execution,  while  there 
was  an  adverse  possession,  and  holds  equally  not  only  as  to  this 
case,  but  all  cases  where  the  title  is  transferred  by  operation  of  law. 
The  statute  in  terms  is  confined  lo  conveyances  between  party  and 
party  by  their  own  contract  and  consent.  It  declares  the  deeds, 
bargains,  &c.  void. — Farnsworih  vs.  Converse  et  aL  1  D.  Chip. 
120. 

It  is  apparent  too  that  the  statute  of  1807,  as  its  title  imports 
^'To  prevent  fraudulent  speculations''  &c.  could  never  have  been 
intended  to  affect  a  conveyance  in  any  form  either  by  the  state  or 
United  States  government.  The  sovereignty  either  entire,  or  as  in 
case  of  the  United  States,  the  sovereignty  sub  modo,  being  so  clear- 
ly not  within  the  mischief  to  be  remedied  or  the  import  of  the 
statute,  ought  not  to  be  affected  by  it. 

This  disposes  of  another  point  which  was  insisted  upon  at  bar, 
that  the  plaintiff's  title  was  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations. 
There  being  no  adverse  possession  shown,  the  title  would  not  be 
aj&cted  by  the  statute  of  limitations. 

The  only  remaining  question  is  whether  the  plaintiff  declaring 
DO  bis  own  seisin  is  bound  to  show  his  appointment  as  executor 
and  the  probate  of  the  will  under  the  general  issue.  And  we  have 
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^"j"m""'  "^  doubt  he  is.  When  an  executor  or  administrator  declares  upon 
^^^  .  his  own  seizin  in  that  capacity  be  is  bounds  even  under  the  gen- 
eral issue,  to  show  his  appointment  as  a  part  of  liis  title,  in  order 
to  make  out  his  case. — Mearsfield  vs.  Marah,  2  Ld.  Ray.  824, 
Hu7U  vs.  Stevens^  4  Camp.  272,  Saund.  Rep.  47. 

When  plaintiffdeclares  on  a  seizin,  in  ejectment,  in  the  life  time 
of  his  testator  or  intestate,  and  the  defendant  pleads  the  general 
issue,  plaintiff  is  not  bound  to  show  his  appointment.  And  if  the 
defendant  would  drive  him  to  that,  he  must  plead  speacially  7ie 
unques  &(c. 

In  the  case  of  Clapp^  AdminUtratory  vs.  Btardsley^  1  Vt.  151, 
it  is  decided  generally  that  in  ejectment  on  the  general  issue,  the 
plaintiff  who  serves  as  executor  or  administrator  is  not  bound  to 
sIm>w  his  appointment.  The  case  does  not  show  whether  the  plain- 
tiff counted  upon  his  own  seizin  or  that  of  his  intestate.  It  was 
upon  that  of  his  intestate  or  the  case  is  not  law.  For  this  cause 
the  defendant  is  entitled  to  a  new  trial. 

The  probate  of  the  will  and  appointment  of  the  executor  in 
due  form  being  produced,  judgment  was  affirmed* 


^"i™Sirr*  Georgb  Tyler  m.  Gbokoe  Whitney. 


1836 


On  the  decease  of  either  party  in  a  suit  pending,  where  by  law  the  cause  of 
action  survives,  the  executor  or  administrator  must  enter  at  the  nnxi  term 
of  the  court  after  his  appointment,  or  it  will  be  an  abandonment  of  the  suil- 

If  the  opposite  party  wish  to  compel  the  appearance  of  such  personal  represen. 
tative  for  the  purpose  of  obtainingjudgraent  against  the  estate, be  must  servo 
H  scire  facias  for  that  purpose  returnable  at  the  next  term  aAer  the  appoint, 
ment  of  such  personal  represents  tive,or  he  cannot  compel  such  appearance. 

This  was  a  writ  of  scire  facias y  sued  by  the  plaintiff  against  the 
defendant  as  administrator  (/e  bonis  non  of  Roswell  Butler  deceased, 
requiring  him  to  show  cause  wtiy  be  should  not  be  compelled  to 
enter  and  prosecute  to  final  judgment  a  suit  commenced  by  his  in- 
testate against  the  present  plaintiff,  and  which  was  pending  at  the 
time  of  his  decease,  in  the  county  court  for  this  county,  the  cause 
of  action  being  one  which  by  law  survives  in  favor  of  the  {lerson- 
al  representative. 

The  defendant  pleaded  in  bar  of  the  process,  in  substance,  that 
after  the  decease  of  Butler,  bis  executors  voluntarily  entered  and 
prosecuted  the  suit  until  their  power  was  annulled  by  the  decree 
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of  the  probate  court  in  the  month  of  March  183S  ;  that  at  this  ^"j^J"*"** 
time  the  defendant  was  by  the  probate  court  appointed  adminis-        '^^- 
imior  de  bonis  non  on  the  estate  ;  that  these   facts  were  then    ^••^««Tyier 
known  to  the  plaintiflTin  this  writ;  that  the  defendant  declined  to  ®~-Whun»y» 
enter  and  prosecute  the  suit  of  his  intestate  and  that  no  proceed- 
ings were  had  therein,  until  the  August  term  of  said  court,  1833, 
when  this  writ  was  served  and  returned,  two  terms  of  said  court, 
having  intervened  between  defendants  appointment  and  the  ser- 
vice of  the  writ  of  scire  facias* 

To  this  plea  there  was  a  general  demurrer  and  joinder,  and 
judgment  for  defendant  and  exceptions. 

Mr.  Uphamfor  the  plaintiff ^ — Contended  that  by  the  61  sec^ 
tion  of  the  probate  act  of  18*21 ,  the  time  for  sueing  a  scire  facias 
to  compel  the  executor  or  administrator  to  appear  and  prosecute 
or  defend  the  suit  of  his  testator  or  intestate,  is  not  i-estricted  to 
the  next  term  after  the  appointment,  but  is  to  be  allowed  within 
any  reasonable  time:  and  while  the  suit  still  continues  upon  the 
docket  of  the  court>  and  no  steps  have  been  taken  by  the  execu- 
tor or  administrator  to  discontinue  the  suit,  it  is  not  competent 
for  the  court  to  refuse  the  scire  facias. 

Mr.  C  Adams  for  the  defendanty — Contended,  that  as  the 
statute  gave  the  executor  or  administrator  leave  to  enter  at  tlie 
next  term  after  his  appointment,  if  he  omitted  to  enter,  it  was  an 
abandonment  of  the  suit ;  that  the  statute  in  terms  limited  the 
right  of  the  opposite  party  to  serve  a  scire  Jacias  add  compel  the 
executor  or  administrator  to  enter,  to  the  same  time,  i.  e.  the 
next  term  after  the  appointment,  and  it  could  not  by  any  possible 
construction  be  extended  farther  than  to  the  term  mxt  after  the 
executor  or  administrator  had  neglected  to  enter.  Tliat  to  extend 
it  farther  will  be  making  it  a  mere  matter  of  discretion  with  the 
court  when  the  suit  is  pending,  and  in  no  sense  subject  to  the  su- 
pervision, correction  or  control  of  higher  tribunals. 
The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

RcDFiELD,  J. — At  common  law  the  death  of  either  party  operas 
ted  a  discontinuance  of  the  suit,  whether  the  cause  of  action  did 
or  did  not  survive. 

To  remedy  this  inconvenience,  expense  aiid  delay^  it  is  provr- 
ded  by  statute  in  this  state,  that  whenever  the  cause  of  action  by 
law  survives  the  decease  of  the  person,  the  personal  representative 
may,  at  the  next  term  after  his  appointment,  '^enter,  and  prosecute 
or  defend  such  suit  to  final  judgment."  The  terms  ol  the  enact- 
ment are,  '^  shall  have  power  to  eoter"  &c>   It  is  most  manifestly 
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^"j""?y"'  '^^^'  ^*  ^*^  election  to  enter  and  prosecute  or  defend  the  suit  or  to 
1&3&.       abandon  it.  If  he  do  not  enter  at  the  next  term  after  his  appoint* 


G»orj«Tyi«r  meut,  he  is  not  at  liberty  to  appear  and  enter  at  any  subsequent 
Geo.  Whitoay.  ^g,.^^   fhe  iieglcct  is  tpso  facto  J  an  abandonment  of  the  suit,  and 
so  far  as  the  executor  or  administrator  is  concerned  is  a  discontin* 
uance. 

But  upon  the  suggestion  of  the  death  oi  either  party,  and  no 
executor  or  administrator  having  been  appointed,  the  cause  is  con- 
tinued of  course,  until  one  be  appointed. 

And  when  there  has  been  an  ap|K>intment  of  such  personal  rep- 
resentative,  it  is  by  the  same  section  of  the  statute  provided  tliat 
the  surviving  party  may  compel  on  appearance  by  scire  faciasy  or 
in  default  of  appearance,  obtain  judgment  against  the  estate  of  the 
deceased  party.  The  question  then  arises,  and  it  is  the  only  ques- 
tion to  be  decided  in  this  case,  when  must  the  surviving  party  cause 
this  scire  facias  to  be  served  upon  the  executor  or  administrator  7 
II  is  apparent,  that  he  may  do  it  at  the  next  term  after  the  ap- 
pointment of  such  executor  or  administrator.  For  the  right  to 
sue  the  mre/aaas  is  not,  by  the  statute,  in  any  sense,  dependent 
upon  the  neglect  of  the  personal  representative  to  appear.  The 
right  of  the  surviving  party  to  sue  the  scire  facias  and  thus  compel 
an  appearance;  and  the  "power"  of  the  executor  or  adminbtrator 
voluntarily  to  appear  are  independent  of  each  otber^-aad  concur- 
rent both  in  their  character  and  in  time. 

But  it  is  contended  that  the  statute  has  not  limited  the  time  for 
suing  the  scire  facias.  It  has  not  in  express  terms.  And  it  is 
only  by  implication  that  any  writ  of  scire  facias  is  given  to  the 
surviving  party.  The  statute  after  providing  that  the  executor 
or  administrator  ''shall  have  power  to  enter"  &c.  "at  the  next  term 
after  his  appointment,"  proceeds:  "  And  if  such  executor  or  ad- 
ministrator, after  having  been  duly  served  toith  a  scire  facias^  \s* 
sued  from  the  court,  to  or  in  which  such  suit  is  commenced  or 
pending,twelve  days  before  the  session  thereof,  shall  neglect  to  be- 
come a  party  to  stich  suit,  sudi  court  may  render  judgment  against 
the  estate,"  ice.  This  clause  following  so  immediately  upon  the 
former  provision,  and  containing  no  express  terms  of  limitation, 
would  seem  naturally  to  depend  upon  the  terms  of  limitatioD 
adopted  by  the  statute  upon  the  former  provision.  Nor  is  there 
any  inconsistency  or  impropriety  in  giving  it  that  restriction,  except 
in  the  case  of  there  not  being  twelve  days  between  the  appoint- 
ment of  the  executor  or  administrator  and  the  term  of  the  court; 
in  which  event  he  could  not  of  course  be  compelled  to  appear  un- 
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ta  one  term  had  intervened.  But  this  is  an  exception  from  neces-  ^^^JJJJ""' 
ity,  and  like  other  exceptions  ex  nvxessitate  from  the  provisions  of  ''^- 
general  statutes,  is  strictly  casus  omissus.  The  same  would  hold  GoorfBT)i«r 
equally  well  of  a  possible  case  under  the  first  clause,  where  the  Geo.  whuney. 
executor  or  administrator,  residing  in  a  part  of  the  state  remote 
from  the  court  in  which  the  suit  was  pending,  and  should  receive 
bis  appointment  but  one  day  before  the  session.  It  would  be  im- 
possible he  should  appear  at  the  next  term.  This  must  be  held  as 
casus  omissus  or  the  party  is  without  all  possible  remedy  under  the 
statute.  In  cases  of  this  character,  to  prevent  injustice  and  avoid 
absurdity  in  the  construction  of  statutes,  courts  have  always  felt 
at  liberty  so  far  to  extend  the  terms  of  the  statute  as  to  include 
cases  manifestly  within  the  intention  of  the  statute,  although  not 
within  its  express  letter ;  and  also  so  to  limit  and  restrict  the  terms 
as  to  exclude  cases  which  happened  to  fall  within  the  letter,  but 
which  in  no  sense  came  within  the  true  Sj)irit  and  intention  of  the 
legidature.  But  courts  have  for  many  years  been  extremely  cau- 
tious in  departing  from  the  fair  and  rational  interpretation  of  the 
words  of  a  statute,  out  of  regard  to  any  supposed  spirit  or  refined 
subtihy  of  metaphysical  speculation  upon  the  possible  or  even 
probable  intention  of  the  legislature.  No  departure  is  ever  al- 
lowed except  in  a  case  which  from  necessity  could  not  have  been 
intended  to  be  included  within  the  comprehension  of  the  statute. 
This  clearly  is  not  such  a  case.  No  good  reason  can  be  assign- 
ed why  the  surviving  party,  wishing  to  compel  the  appearance  of 
the  personal  representative  of  the  party  deceased,  should  not  be 
limited  **to  the  next  term  after  the  appointment."  The  appoint- 
ment is  always  matter  of  notoriety.  It  is  the  business  of  the  party 
wishing  to  compel  the  appearance,  to  do  it  at  the  first  opportunity. 
He  clearly  may  do  it  at  the  first  term  after  the  appointment,  ex- 
cept in  the  case  mentioned  as  an  exception,  and  we  know  of  no 
sufficient  reason  for  extending  the  natural  signification  of  the  terms 
of  the  statute  in  this  case,  so  as  to  permit  the  |)arty  to  sue  his 
scire  facias  at  any  other  term.  No  |K>ssible  argument  could  be 
urged  for  giving  the  time  a  greater  extension  than  one  term  after 
the  fugled  of  the  executor  or  administrator  to  appear.  And  we 
should  certainly  hesitate  in  giving  it  that  extension;  but  here  the 
plaintififasks  for  an  indefinite  extension,  which  is  at  war  with  eve- 
ry principle  of  |)olicy  or  sound  construction.  There  is  no  sounder 
maxim  of  law  or  legislation,  than  interest  reipublicae  ut  sit  finis 
fidwn,  and  it  is  vain  to  say  that  the  right  to  sue  the  sdre  facias, 
can    be  made   to  depend  upon  the  discretion  of  the  court, 
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^"y«?mir"'  where  the  suit  is  pending,  or  the  time  the  suit  is  retained  on  dock* 

* ^'       et,  which  is  the  same  thing.  There  is  no  power  more  dangerous 

G««r^ Tyler  ^j.  ^^^^^^  difficuli,  than  a  discretionary  power,  to  be  exercised  by 

Goo,wiiiinoy.  jy^i^jjai  nibuoals.     It  is  One  which  the  legislature  would  never 

confer,  or  the  courts  assume,  except  as  a  matter  of  strict  necesstty, 

wliich  is  not  this  case. 

Judgment  that  the  plea  in  bar  is  sufficient,  and  that  the 
judgment  of  the  county  court  be  affirmed. 


Chittendea, 

January, 
i(S)6. 


EitWooD  Irish  v«.  George  Clotrs  h  H.  S.  Morse. 

In  trover  the  ni«'re  asBertion  of  ownership  of  property  without  in  any  way 
iiilerfdring  with  the  property,  or  with  the  owner's  right  to  control  ii,  la  no 
evidence  of  a  conversion. 

A  demand  and  refuaal  is  such  evidence  of  a  converaion,  in  trover,  aa  cannot  be 
justified  or  removed,  by  ahowing  a  subsequent  attachment  or  levy  or  a  dis. 
tress  made  upon  the  same  property  .and  a  sale  upon  plaintiff's  debt,  but  this 
will  go  in  mitii£ation  of  damages. 

In  proceedings  in  our  supreme  court  upon  bill  of  exceptions,  if  there  be  er- 
ror in  the  proceedings  of  the  court  below,  although  subatantial  juatice  may 
have  been  dune,  the  party  excepting  is  entitled  to  a  new  trial  as  a  matter 
of  right,  and  the  court  have  no  discretion  to  refuse  it  as  they  may  and  will 
in  such  cases,  on  petitions  for  new  trials. 

This  being  an  action  of  trover  for  numerous  arlicles  of  personal 
property,  the  only  questions  decided  are  upon  the  charge  of  the 
court  below  in  relation  to  the  evidence  necessary  to  warrant  the 
jury  in  finding  a  conversion  in  the  case.  The  verdict  was  for  the 
defendants,  and  the  plaintiff  among  other  things,  excepted  to  the 
charge,  in  that  part  where  the  jury  are  instiDCted,  that  where  a 
stranger  applied  to  the  defendants  for  their  consent  to  purchase  cer- 
tain property  of  plaintiff  and  the  defendants  reftised  to  give  this 
consent,  saying  that  they  bad  already  purcliased  the  property  of 
plaintiff  and  were  the  owners,  the  fact  bemg  admitted  that  the 
property  belonged  to  plaintiff  and  was  in  the  keeping  of  defend- 
ants merely  for  custody,  was  not  evidence  from  which  the  jury 
could  infer  a  conversion  of  the  property.  And  Secondly,  the 
plaintiff  excepted  to  the  charge  because  the  jury  were  instructed, 
that  when  the  defendants  had  certain  property  of  the  plaintiff  in 
thei"  possession  for  mere  custody,  and  "  refwed  to  give  it  up"  on 
request,  without  assigning,  at  the  time,  or  pretending  to  have  found 
at  the  trial  any  excuse  for  refusal,  but  sooa  afterwards,  without  the 
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consent  of  the  plaintiff,  turned  the  same  property  out  to  a  constable  ^"j"" 
who  levied  upon  the  same  as  plaintiflfs,  and  after  having  adjourn-        ^^^ 
ed  the  time  of  sale  at  plainiifi's  request,  finally  so!d  the  same,  that        ^'J^^ 
this  was  not  evidence  from  which  the  jury  could  infer  a  conver-*^'"  *****"•' 
sioD  of  the   property  by   defendants.     These   questions  only 
have  been  decided  by  the  court. 

Mr.  Briggs  for  plaintaiff. 
Mr.  Marsh  for  defendants. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

ReuriULD,  J. — In  relation  to  the  first  point  decided  by  the 
court  here,  the  question  arose  in  reference  to  certain  "m//  /o^»,'* 
which  were  on  the  land,  conveyed  by  plaintiff  to  defendants. 
There  was  evidence  in  the  case,  that  tlie  plaintiff  had  also  sold 
thb  lumber  to  defendants.  But  this  point  being  controverted,  it 
became  necessary  to  inquire  whether  any  sufficient  evidence  of  a 
conversion  by  defendants  had  been  given.  The  only  evidence  re« 
lied  upon  was,  that  after  the  conveyance  of  the  land,  some  stranger 
wishing  to  purchase  the  logs,  applied  to  defendants  for  permission  to 
purchase  them  of  plaintiff.  The  defendants  refused  to  give  any  | 
such  permission  or  consent,  on  the  alleged  ground  that  they  had  | 
already  bought  the  logs  of  plaintiff.  The  case  finds  that  the  de-> 
fendants  had  not  in  any  other  way  whatever  interfered  with  the 
property  in  question. 

For  the  purposes  of  the  consideration  of  this  question  it  is  to  be 
conceded  that  ttie  *<  logs"  were  the  property  of  the  plaintiff. 
And  we  have  no  doubt  that  the  iQere  assertion  by  defendants, 
that  the  pi^operty  belonged  to  them,  is  not  in  any  sense  evidence  of 
a  conversion,  or  from  which  a  conversion  can  be  inferred. 

If  this  assertion  had  been  made  in  plaintiff's  presence  and  at  a 
time  when  he  claimed  to  take  possession  of  the  log<^,  and  for  the 
purpose  ol  detering  him  therefrom,  it  might  merit  a  different  con* 
sideration.  But  made  as  it  was  to  a  stranger,  and  not  in  the  pres-' 
ence  of  plaintiff,  or  within  view  of  the  logs,  it  would  be  too  much 
to  say  th  s  is  evidence  from  which  the  jury  could  be  permitted  to 
infer  a  conversion  of  the  property  by  defendants. 

This  is  in  accordance  with  the  decisions  which  have  been  had 
upon  analagous  cases.  Any  mere  assertion  o(  the  right  of  do- 
minion, is  never  permitted  to  go  to  the  jury,  in  cases  of  trover,  as 
evidence  of  a  conversion,  unless  the  assertion  is  made  in  view  of 
the  property,  and  in  presence  of  the  owner,  and  in  order  to  deter 
him  from  ezercisiog  his  just  control  over  it. 
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^'"ja""*,"'  ^  demand  and  refusal  are  evidence  of  a  conversion  only  when 
'^^-  the  defendant  bs^^at  (he  time  of  the  demand,  the  actual  custody 
ri!^  ^^  ^^^^  property,  so  that  he  inij^hi  have  dehv^d  it  if  he  would, 
cioye*^'  None.  Hgn^e  in  the  case  of  title  deeds,  which  had  been,  wrongfully  pled- 
ged to  an  attorney  but  were  in  thecustody  of  the  attorney,  it  was 
held  at  nisi  priusy  and  the  decision  has  always  been  acquiesced 
in,  that  a  demand  upon  the  defendant  and  a  refusal,  under  the  cir« 
cumstances,  was  not  evidence  of  a  conversion. — 1  Com.  439, 
Smith  vs.  Young, 

And  a  false  assertion  by  a  carrier  that  he  had  delivered  the 
goods,  does  not  amount  to  a  conversion. — Aitersol  vs.  Biiantf  1 
Com.  409. 

And  in  every  case  where  a  demand  and  refusal  is  permitted  to 
go  to  the  jury  as  evidence  of  a  conversion,  it  must  be  preceded  by 
evidence  that  the  goods  are  in  defendant's  possession,  or  what  is 
equivalent,  in  the  possession  of  his  servant,  with  his  knowledge 
or  by  his  consent,  either  express  or  implied. — Buller's  N.  P.  44— 
Cited  3  Stark.  Evidence,  1497,  and  also  2  Salkeld  441. 

The  other  question  raised  by  the  counsel,  is  one  which  merits 
much  consideration.  For  the  question  is  one  of  a  very  nice  char^ 
Bcter.  The  case  shows  that  in  regard  to  a  harness  and  some  old 
iron,  which  belonged  to  plaintiff,  and  were  merely  put  into  the  de- 
fendants' hands  for  safe  keeping,  they  absolutely  refused  to  ^'give 
them  up."  Here  was  a  demand  and  an  unqualified  refusal,  and  it 
is  admitted  the  goods  were  in  actual  custody  of  defendants,  and 
they  might  have  surrendered  them  if  they  would.  A  demand  and 
refusal  under  such  circumstances  unexplained,  has  alwas  been 
held  full  evidence  of  a  conversion.  A  demand  and  refusal  is  not 
in  itself  ever  a  conversion.  Such  an  opinion  is  advanced  in  some 
of  the  old  cases,  (Baldwin  vs.  Co/a,  6  Mod.  202)  but  has  not 
been  held  to  be  law  for  many  years. — 1  T.  R.  478,  ei  cttera.-^ 
But  the  distinction  is  immaterial,  for  courts  always  charge  the  jury 
that  such  evidence  unexplained,  is  satisfactory  evidence  of  a  con- 
version.    But  how  may  the  evidence  be  obviated. 

It  mny  be  shown  that  the  refusal  was  qualified  at  the  time,  as  in 
case  of  goods  found,  by  saying  he  did  not  know  whether  the  plain- 
tiff were  the  owner ;  ar  in  any  other  manner  which  manifests  an 
intention  not  to  put  the  goods  to  defendants  use.  The  refusal  in 
this  case  was  not  so  qualified.  But  it  was  shown  in  this  case  that 
some  days  after  the  demand  and  refusal,  and  before  suit  was  brought, 
the  defendant  being  inquired  of  by  a  tax-collector  for  plaintifi's 
property,  showed  this,  upon  which  the  collector  made  distress,  and 
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after  several  adjournments  of  the  time  of  sale  at  plaiotiff's  requests^  ^^7^m'' 
sold  and  applied  the  avails  upon  the  bills  of  taxes  against  plaiptiff,        '^^ 
This  being  wholly  subsequent  to  the  refusal,  could  in  no  sense  tend        iruh 
to  qualify  it.     If  the  plaintiff  had  brought  his  suit  immediately  af- cioyw&Mofw. 
ter  the  refusal,  his  right  of  action  to  recover  the  value  of  the  pro- 
perty would  have  been  complete. 

The  subsequent  application  of  the  property  even  without  the 
consent  of  the  plaintiff  would  clearly  go  in  mitigation  of  damages. 
But  we  are  not  prepared  to  say  that  it  has  any  tendency  to  ex- 
plain the  refusal  of  the  defendants*  It  is  purely  a  second  thought. 
And  the  court  cannot  perceive,  how  this  distress  and  sale,  even 
although  the  plaintiff  did  request  the  sale  to  be  adjourned,  has  any 
tendency  to  show  that  plaintiff  intended  to  waive  his  claim  for 
damages  against  defendants.  Had  plaintiff  accepted  the  goods 
fnxD  defendants,  tliere  would  have  been  some  reason  to  contend 
he  accepted  them  in  satisfactian  of  the  claim  for  damages,  and 
that  this  should  be  construed  a  Ufoiver  of  all  previous  claim  for 
damages.  This  would  perhaps  have  been  the  most  rational  doc- 
trine. But  the  cases  all  show  that  such  evidence  only  goes  in 
mitigatbn  of  damages,  and  does  not  def<?at  the  right  of  re- 
covery«— 3  Stark.  Evidence  1 506— Buller's  N.  P.  46—4  N.  H. 
Cases  33d  Baron  vs.  DavU. 

But  how  it  could  be  contended  that  the  plaintiff's  request  of  the 
officer,  not  to  sacrifice  the  property  or  for  delay  for  any  other  pur- 
pose, shall  be  construed  a  waiver  of  all  right  of  recovery,  aK 
though  until  that  time  a  perfect  right  of  action  existed,  is  more  than 
can  well  be  comprehended.  This  application  of  the  property  to 
plaintiff's  use  should  go  in  miiigati'm  of  .damages  and  can  go  no 
further. 

.  If  this  distress  could  go  to  defeat  the  action,  then  also  would  a 
tender  after  the  refusal  to  surrender  the  property.  And  some 
cases  are  refered  to  in  support  of  this  proposition.  But  they  are 
cases  which  have  not  yet  been  published  in  America,  being  found 
in  1  Moore  tz  Scott.  This  proposition  does  not  seero  to  be  found- 
ed upon  any  sufficient  reason.  A  tender,  as  such,  is  not  admitted 
in  an  action  of  tort,  howevei*  reasonable  such  a  doctrine  might  seem 
in  many  cases.  Ailer  a  right  of  action  in  tort  has  once  accrued,  it 
is  not  in  the  power  of  the  delinquent  party  to  exonerate  himself 
from  the  liability,  unless  by  the  consent  of  the  party  aggrieved, 
until  the  matter  is  regularly  adjudicated,  Why  in  this  case  an  ex- 
ception should  obtain,  it  is  not  easy  to  see.  True  a  demand  and 
refusal  does  not  show  a  conversion  in  fact y  but  it  is  plenary  evi- 
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^"SbmSv*'  ^^"^^  ^f  ^^®  ^^^  ^f  *  conversion  having  been  committed  and  un- 
igM. '     explained,  is  equivalent  to  a  cowoerHon*     It  is  the  same  then  as 
iriiih        to  the  eflbct  of  a  subsequent  tender  of  amends,  by  restoring  the 
Ciojw&MoiM.  chattel,  whether  he  has  utedy  abused^  or  refused  to  surreAder  the 
property  on  request.     In  the  former  case  the  property  may  be 
more  injured ;  in  the  latter  case  the  plaintiff  may  have  suflkred 
great  loas  in  being  deprived  of  the  use.     It  is  apparent,  that  a  re- 
delivery  of  the  property  will  not  be  a  full  satisfaction  of  the  dam- 
age sustained  in  either  case  supposed.     In  reason,  it  ought  to  go 
only  in  mitigation  of  damages.     It  is  well  for  the  defendant  that 
by  this  process  of  compulsory  application  of  the  property  to  plain- 
tiffi'  use,  he  can  exonerate  himself  from  a  claim  for  damages  to 
the  fiill  extent. 

It  was  contended,  that  as  the  plaintiff's  claim  for  damages  must 
be  merely  nominal,  the  court  will  not  grant  a  new  trial  where  sub- 
stantial justice  has  been  done.  Such  is  the  rule  in  regard  to  new 
trials.  And  when  the  application  is  to  the  same  court,  who  tried 
the  case,  or  to  a  higher  court,  to  set  aside  the  verdict  and  for  a  new 
trial,  and  this  addressed  to  the  discretion  of  the  court,  as  is  com- 
mon in  New  York  and  in  the  English  practice,  a  venire  de  novo 
will  never  be  awarded  for  any  new  circumstantial  error  or  defect 
in  the  proceedings.  But  our  trial  in  this  court,  on  exc^tions^  is 
the  same  in  all  respects,  except  in  form,  as  if  it  were  on  ^^writ  of 
error."  And  we  have  only  to  pronounce  whether  there  be  error 
in  the  court  below  ;  if  so,  we  have  no  discretion,  and  a  new  trial 
follows  of  course. 

Judgment  of  county  court  reversed  and  new  trial  granted. 


CmnTKuwLUt  George  A.  Allen  vs.  Asa  Hall. 

When  the  eommiMrionera  of  jail  delivery  certify  that  the  oroditor  is  duly  noii. 

fied,  their  eertifioate  is  eondusiTe. 
Their  dtfcanoii,  on  a  plea  of  abatement,  cannot  be  examined  in  an  action  against 

the  eheritr  for  an  eeeape,  or  on  the  jail  bond. 
The  efieot  of  their  decision  is  the  same,  when  they  certify  the  manner  of  no. 

tiee,  if  they  also  aiQudge  and  certify  that  the  creditor  was  duly  notified. 

This  was  an  action  of  debt  upon  jail  bond,  executed  by  the  de- 
fendant and  one  Robert  Beach,  who  was  committed  on  an  execu- 
tion in  lavor  of  Horace  Lovely.  Several  pleas  were  interposed 
by  thd  defendant.     But  the  only  question  which  arose  on  the  trial 
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of  the  case,  vrns  upon  the  plea  of  discharge  from  imprisonnient  un-  ^"j^ff*** 
der  the  poor  debtor  acts,  which  depended  upon  the  validity  of  the        t^^ 
following  certi6cate :  AUm 

«  STATE  OF  VERMONT,  )  alu. 

Chittenden  County,  ss.        ) 
"  To  George  A.  AUen,  keeper  of  the  jail  in  Burlington,  in  the 
County  of  Chittenden  and  State  of  Vermont, 

*^  Grbetino  : 
**H^ereas,  Robert  Beach  of  Hinesburgh,  in  the  county  of 
'*  Chittenden  and  state  of  Vermont,  a  prisoner  in  your  custodpr,  on 
"  an  execution,  at  the  suit  of  Horace  Lovely  of  Burlington,  in  the 
^<  county  of  Chittenden  and  state  of  Vermont,  for  the  sum  of  115 
''dollars  and  19  cents  damages  and  for  the  sum  of  15  dollars  and 
«  94  cents,  costs  of  suit,  whereof  execution  remains  to  be  done 
"  for  ^31  43,  signed  by  Nathan  B.  Haswell,  clerk,  and  dated  the 
''  9th  dav  of  May,  A.  D.  1834,  has  this  day  taken  the  oath  pre- 
**  scribed  in  an  act  entitled  'An  act  relating  to  levying  execuuons 
"  and  to  poor  debtors.'  The  said  Lovely  was  notified  by  a  copy 
"  having  been  left  with  William  Weston  of  said  Burlington,  the 
"  attorney  of  record  of  said  Lovely,  twelve  days  before  the  time 
"  of  hearing  set  in  the  citation,  who  showed  to  the  commissioners 
"  the  followbg  facts,  which  were  proved  to  the  satisfaction  of  said 
"  commissioners,  viz :  that  the  said  Lovely  had  resided  in  the 
"  town  of  Burlington,  in  the  count  of  Chittenden,  for  some  two 
«  years  with  his  family— that  in  the  spring  of  |834,  said  Lovely 
"  went  with  his  family  to  Hinesburgh,  and  stayed  in  his  father- 
"  in-law's  family,  (Mr.  Smedley)  and  remained  there  until  two 
"  days  previous  to  the  service  of  the  citation,  when  the  said  Love- 
"  ly  left  Hinesburgh  and  went  out  of  the  state  to  seek  a  residence 
"  for  himself  and  family,  leaving  his  wife  and  children  in  Hines- 
"  burgh,  in  said  Sraedley's  family  where  they  continued  to  remain 
"  and  still  remain. 

"  The  attorney  pleaded  the  above  facts  in  abatement  of  the  pe- 
«  tition,  contending  that  the  copy  should  have  been  left  at  the  last 
"  and  usual  place  of  abode  of  the  said  Lovely,  and  not  with  the 
«*  attorney. 

"  The  commissioners  decided  that  the  said  nouce  to  the  said 
"  Lovely  was  legal  and  suflScient  and  overruled  the  plea,  and  in 
"  our  opinion  the  said  Robert  Beach  ought  to  be  discharged. 

«  Witness  our  hands,  at  Burlington,  this  10th  day  of  July, 

A.  D.  1834. 

GEORGE  P.  MARSH,  ^ 
(Signed)  I.P.RICHARDSON,  S  Commiuionerf •" 

^  HENRY  WHITNEY,  ) 

The  court  having  decided  that  the  decision  of  the  jail  coinmis- 
sioners,  in  relation  to  the  sufficiency  of  service  as  appears  from  the 
above  certificate,  was  conclusive,  directed  a  verdict  for  the  defend- 
ant.   Whereupon  the  plaintiff  excepted,  &c. 
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^1/^II2S^*'*  '*''■•  ^w'on/orp/ain<i^.— Although  the  defendant  has  plead- 
\^^'  ed  seven  pleas  in  bar  to  this  action,  the  only  question  that  ought 
Alien.  to  have  been  presented  for  the  decision  of  the  court,  is  the  validity 
hJHi'i,       of  the  jail  commissioners'  certificate. 

1.  The  certificate  shows  what  the  notice  was  and  that  Lovely 
was  a  resident  of  the  county — that  he  was  absent  from  the  state 
at  the  time  of  the  service  of  the  citation,  and  that  his  family, 
(wife  and  children)  at  that  time,  resided  in  Hinesburgb,  in  Chit- 
tenden county  ;  and  we  insist  that  the  service  of  the  citation  upon 
the  creditor's  attorney  of  record,  under  such  circumstances,  is  no 
notice  to  the  creditor.— Stat.  p.  221 — S.  12  p,  237,  no.  22— p. 
241,  no.  30. 

2.  The  jail  commissioners  derive  their  whole  authority  from  the 
statute,  and  if  upon  the  face  of  their  proceedings  it  appears  thai 
the  creditor  was  not  notified,  the  certificate  must  be  void  if  notice 
was  necessary. — DimicJc  vs.  Hubbell^  1  Vt  Rep.  253-r-i>eim  vs. 
Lowry,  4  Vt.  Rep.  481— ilaymond  vs.  SotUherland.—S  Vt.  R. 
505.  And  can  the  case  be  varied  where  they  certify  that  no 
notice  was  given,  or  where  they  set  forth  a  notice  not  autlior- 
ized  by  statute  ?     We  think  not. 

Messrs,  Hyde  and  Peck  for  defendant. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 
Williams,  Ch.  J. — The  pleadings  in  this  case  have  been  ex- 
tended altogether  beyond  what  is  either  necessary  or  proper.  By 
setting  forth  the  certificates  of  discharge,  executed  by  the  jail  com- 
missioners, in  a  plea  in  bar,  all  the  questions  which  have  been 
made  in  this  case  would  have  been  presented. 

Robert  Beach  was  committed  to  jail  on  an  executioa  at  the  suit 
of  Horace  Lovely.  He  was  discharged  from  his  imprisonment  by 
the  commissioners  of  jail  delivery,  on  taking  the  oath  prescribed  in 
the  statute.  The  manner  in  which  Mr.  Lovely  was  notified  of 
the  application  of  Beach  for  the  benefit  of  the  statute,  is  set  forth 
in  the  certificates  given  by  the  commissioners,  as  well  as  the  fact 
of  the  appearance  of  the  attorney  of  Mr.  Lovely,  and  the  deter- 
mination of  the  commissioners,  on  the  plea  of  abatement,  filed  by 
bim.  The  questions  which  are  here  made,  are  as  to  the  sufilcien- 
cy  of  that  notice. 

It  is  settled  by  repeated  adjudications,  that  the  commissioners 
must  decide  upon  the  sufficiency  and  regularity  of  the  notice  given 
to  the  creditor,  on  the  application  of  the  debtor  to  be  admitted  to 
the  oath  for  poor  debtors.    They  are  required  to  decide  upon  this 
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and  ihcir  determination  is  to  be  stated  in  the  certificate^bich  ^"™™"* 
the  J  give.    Their  decision  cannot  be  questioned  in  any  other       ims. 

suit.  Allen 

If  a  plea  in  abatement  can  be  interposefl  to  a  citation,  it  must       j^i^ 
necessarily  be  beard  before,  and  adjudicated  upon  by  the  commis* 
sioners,  and  their  decision  thereon  must  be  final  and  conclusive. 

The  commissioners  have  decided,  that  the  citation  to  the  credi- 
Xar  was  properly  served,  by  leaving  a  copy  with  his  agent  or 
attorney  of  record.  The  question  was  presented  to  them  for  their 
determination,  by  a  plea  in  abatement,  and  if  their  view  was  errS- 
neous  or  their  decision  incorrect,  it  cannot  be  reviewed  in  this  or 
any  other  suit. 

The  only  cases  where  the  certificates  of  commissioners  faave 
been  adjudged  void  and  inoperative,  are  when  no  notice  to  the  cred- 
itor has  been  given,  although  required  by  the  statute.  The  com- 
missioners are  not  constituted  judges  of  the  question,  whether  no* 
tice  is  or  b  not  to  be  given ;  but  when  notice  is  attempted  to  be 
given,  they  are  to  determine  on  the  sufllciency  of  the  notice,  and 
certify  accordingly. 

The  only  ground  on  which  the  plaintiff  claims  to  recover  in  this 
case  is,  that  no  notice  was  given  to  the  creditor  in  the  execution. 
But  he  appeared  by  bis  attorney,  Mr  Weston,  and  filed  a  plea  in 
abatement  that  the  service  of  the  citation  was  defective.  When  a 
party  appears  to  a  suit  and  files  a  plea  in  abatement,  on  which  a 
judgment  is  rendered,  overruling  the  plea,  he  cannot  after- 
wards, either  in  that  or  any  other  suit,  aver  or  allege  that  he  bad 
no  notice  of  the  suit.  Neither  of  the  judges,  in  the  case  of  Ray- 
numd  Ts.  Sovtherland  et  al,  3  Vt.  R.  494,  intimate  an  opinion, 
that  the  decision  of  the  commissioners  on  a  plea  of  abatement 
coold  be  re-examined  and  set  aside  in  a  collateral  suit. 

The  present  is  not  a  case  where  the  commissioners  have  decid- 
ed that  ''notice  to  a  person  other  than  a  creditor  is  sufficient." 
Their  decision  is,  that  notice  was  given  to  the  creditor  by  serving 
the  dtation  on  his  attorney. 

The  propriety  of  the  commissioners  giving  a  certificate  in  the 
ibnn  adopted  in  this  case,  may  well  be  doubted.  It  would  be  at- 
tended with  great  hazard,  if  the  commissioners,  who  are  to  deter- 
mme  on  the  question  of  notice,  may  certify  the  facts  proved  be- 
fore them,  together  with  their  decision  thereon ;  and  the  debtor^^bis 
bail,  or  the  sheriff  are  to  incur  the  risk  of  their  determination  be-  * 

ing  a  legitimate  inference  from  the  facts  found. 

In  every  point  of  view  we  consider  that  thcf  certificate  of  the 
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^"ianw^"'  commissioners,  thai  the  creditor  was  duly  notified,  was  conclusive, 
'^^  and  tliere  has  been  no  breach  of  the  condition  of  the  jail  bond. 
Aii«n  The  judgment  of  tlie  county  court  is  therefore  affirmed. 

v«.  ^ 

Hull. 


Cbittbiidch, 


183S.  John  W.  Cushing  vs.  Henrt  Halc. 


When  a  paraou  is  commitied  to  jail,  and  remains  within  the  tame,  or  within 
the  liniita,  who  is  subject  to  have  a  guardian  appointed  over  him,  tm  a  sp^nd- 
thrift,  under  the  14th  section  of  the  statute  in  relation  to  settlement  and 
providing  for  the  poor,  the  select  men  and  civil  aothorit  j  ot  the  town  where 
the  jail  is  situate,  maj  make  the  complaint  for  that  purpose,  if  such  person 
has  no  legal  settlement  in  the  state. 

Semh,  The  select  men  and  civil  authority  of  any  town  where  such  person 
resides,  may  make  such  complaint. 

If  such  complaint  recites  that  it  was  made  by  a  majority  of  the  select  men 
and  civil  authority,  and  the  magistrates  act  thereon,  it  is  frima  facie  ori. 
donee  that  it  was  made  by  such  majority. 

This  was  an  action  for  money  had  and  received  for  plaintiff's 
use.  The  defendant  plead  in  abatement  to  which  the  plaintiff  re- 
plied. The  defendant  demurred  to  the  replication,  which  the 
court  decided  to  be  sufficient,  and  ordered  the  defendant  to  an- 
swer over.  The  defendant  then  plead  non  assumpsit  with  notice. 
Upon  trial  it  appeared  that  the  money  received  by  the  defendant 
for  which  this  action  was  brought  was  pension  money  due  the 
plaintiff  as  an  invalid  pensioner  of  the  United  States. 

The  defendant  offered  in  evidence  a  copy  of  a  record  of  the 
proceedings  of  the  select  men  and  civil  authority  of  Chelsea  and 
the  doings  thereon,  showing  that  the  defendant  was  appointed 
guardian  of  the  plaintiff  in  1827.  To  this  evidence  and  to  the 
admission  of  any  evidence  under  the  notice  of  the  defendant,  the 
plaintiff  objected  upon  the  ground  that  the  same  identical  hcts 
which  the  defendant  had  set  forth  in  his  said  notice,  bad  been 
pleaded  in  abatement  and  decided  against  him  upon  that  plea.~- 
The  court  overruled  the  objection  and  admitted  the  evidence. 

The  defendant  also  ofllered  in  evidence  two  accounts,  purporting ' 
to  be  the  accounts  of  said  Hale  as  guardian  of  said  Cushing,  approv- 
ed by  the  select  men  of  Chelsea,  and  also  parol  evidence  tending 
to  prove,  that  the  select  men  who  signed  the  complaint  against  said 
Cushing  and  who  approved  the  accounts  of  said  guardian,  acted, 
at  the  time  when  they  signed  the  same,  in  that  capacity,  and  were 
select  men  of  said  town  of  Chelsea.  To  this  evidence  the  plain- 
tiff objected,  on  the  ground  that  the  record  of  their  appointment 
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the  only  proper  evidence.    Tl)e  court  ovei ruled  litis  objec-  ^**j^^^^* 
tioQ  and  admitted  the  evidence.  ^^^ 

The  plaintiff  also  objected  to  the  receipt  of  the  copy  of  the  cushiog 
proceedings  whereby  the  defendant  was  appointed  guardian  of  said  Uaie. 
Gushing,  upon  the  ground  that  the  defendant  must  prove  other- 
wise  than  from  the  recital  in  said  copy,  that  said  appointment  of 
said  Hale  guardian,  was  made  at  the  instance  of  a  majority  of  the 
select  men  and  civil  authority  of  the  town  of  Chelsea.  This  ob- 
jecuon  the  court  also  overruled. 

The  plaintiff  then  offered  in  evidence,  a  copy  of  an  execution 
in  favor  of  Dano  and  Stearns  ao^ainst  said  Cushinff  and  the  ofii- 
cer's  return  thereon,  and  also  the  depositions  of  D.  Azro  A. 
Buck,  L.  Bacon,  Aonaniah  Bohomon  and  Benjamin  Grout, 
which  tended  to  prove  that  Gushing,  at  the  time  of  being  put  un- 
der guardianship,  had  no  residence  in  Ghelsea  otherwise  than  as  a 
prisoner  in  the  jail  limits — ^that  for  two  years  previous  to  his  com- 
mitment to  prison,  and  at  the  time  of  his  commitment  he  was  a  re- 
sident of  Norwich,  in  the  county  of  Windsor. 

It  was  admitted  that  Gushing  had  no  legal  settlement  in  the 
a^te  of  Vermont. 

From  all  which  evidence  the  plaintiff  insisted  that  the  town  of 
Chelsea  had  no  jurisdiction  over  said  Gushing  and  that  the  pro- 
ceedings of  the  select  men  and  civil  authority  of  Ghelsea,  and  the 
appdntment  of  said  Hale  guardian  of  said  Gushing,  were  wholly 
void;  thus  the  money  received  by  said  Hale  as  guardian,  being  a 
pension  given  by  the  government  of  the  United  States  to  the 
plaintiff,  is  not  by  the  law  of  the  United  States  subject  to  the 
control  of  such  guardian  or  any  person  but  the  pensioner  himself. 

The  court  decided  against  the  plaintiff  upon  the  point  above 
raised,  and  rendered  judgment  for  the  defendant  to  recover  his 
cost ;  to  which  several  decisions  and  judgment  of  said  court  the 
plaintiff  excepted.     Exceptions  allowed  and  certified. 

Sawyer  and  fVestan  for  plaintiff. — The  select  and  civil  author- 
ity of  Ghelsea  had  no  right,  under  the  statute,  to  procure  the 
l^aintiff  to  be  put  under  guardianship,  and  if  the  authority  under 
which  the  defendant  seized  Gushing's  pension  money  was  void, 
then  be  is  unquestionably  responsible  for  it  in  this  action. 

It  is  too  clear  to  admit  of  illustration,  that  if  Gushing  did  not 
**beUn^*  to  Ghelsea,  then  its  select  men  and  civil  authority  could 
make  no  complaint  on  which  the  two  justices  could  legally  issue  a 
citation,  or  appoint  guardians  over  him,  and  the  whole  proceedings 
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^"ySTa^*"*  were  absolutely  void.     In  determiDing  ibe  true  constnictioQ  of  the 

1836.       statute,  let  it   be  remembered,  tbat  it  is  most  .harsh  if  Dotoppres* 

Cushiag     div^  in  its  character;    tbat  it  vests  a  summary   and  fearful  power 

1^^^      over  the  whole  fortunes^  comforts  and  reputation  of  a  citizen,  not 

•     in  our  high  courts,  but  in  a  set  of  inferior  magistrates,  and  that  it 

ought  to  receive  a  strict  construction. 

1.  We  contend  that  the  tdrm  '^belongs,"  in  the  statute,  means 
l^ally  settled.  It  is  used  in  exactly  that  sense,  in  section  5  of 
the  poor  act,  p.  371. 

2.  The  case  states  that  Cushing  had  no  other  residence  in  Chel- 
sea, than  as  a  prisoner  in  jail ;  and  in  DantilU  vs.  Putney,  6  Vt. 
Rep.  512,  the  court  expressly  decided,  that  prisoners,  so  situated, 

.  are  transient  persons  within  the  meaning  of  the  1  Ith  section  of  the 
poor  act.  If  Cushing  was  a  transient  person  in  Chelsea,  did  be 
''belong"  there,  in  the  sense  of  the  statute  or  in  any  sense  ?  It 
can  make  no  difference  that  he  had  no  legal  settlement  In  the 
state,  because,  his  support  and  maintenance  devolved  on  the  state 
and  not  upon  Chelsea — (see  no.  5,  Sup.  Act,  Rev.  Stat.  p.  384)—* 
and  because,  were  it  otherwise,  the  town  only  to  which'  he  "be- 
longed," could  interfere  to  place  him  under  guardianship. 

3.  The  whole  tenor  and  spirit  of  the  statute  show,  it  appears 
to  us,  that  the  right  of  a  town  to  place  the  spendthrift  under 
guardianship,  flows  from  the  fact  of  his  being  legally  settled  there. 
It  is  intended  simply  as  an  indemnity  against  tlieir  ultimate  liability 
to  support  him  in  sickness  and  poverty.  There  is  not  an 
expression  intimating  that  moral  restraint,  the  benefit  of  himself 
and  femily,  &c.  were  any  part  of  its  object,  except  so  far  as  those 
consequences  resulted  incidentally.  It  is  town  action,  town  cus- 
tody, town  security,  from  beginning  to  end.  Nor  will  it  do  to  say 
tbat,  although  the  state  was  ultimately  liable  to  support  plaintiff, 
yet  Chelsea  might  be  subjected  to  some  loss  or  trouble  beyond  the 
proportionate  amount  provided  by  the  treasury.  De  minimis 
non  curat  lex.  It  would  be  a  new  idea,  tbat  every  transient  per- 
son might  be  seized,  because  he  abode-  in  a  town  for  a  week,,  and 
his  property  sequestrated,  on  the  ground  of  a  mere  possibility  of  a 
trifling  loss  ;  much  more  so  when  his  stay  was  owing  to  legal  coer- 
cion. Cushing  "belonged"  to  Chelsea,  not  as  coming  to  reside 
there — not  as  subject  to  military  duty  or  taxation  there — not  as 
a  voter  there — not  as  a  corporator  for  whose  support  and  main- 
tenance Chelsea  was  responsible.  He  "belonged"  there  in 
no  sense  literal  or  technical,  that  gave  Chelsea  a  right  to  seaues- 
trate  his  property. 
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4.  The  provision  that  the  two  justices  might  appoint  a  guardian,  ^"j^^"*' 
**if  upon  examination  it  shall  appear  that  the  person  complained        ^^^e. 
of,  cxxnes  within  the  true  description,  intent   and  meaning  of  this     Cushing 
act,"  (sec.  14)  makes  their  acts  conclusive  only  as  to  the  improvi-       j^^^ 
dence  and  debauchery   be.   of  the   person  complained  of.     Ob* 

viously  their  adjudication  cannot  bind  an  individual  not  subject  to 
the  operation  ol  the  act.— 3  Cranch  331,  Wire  and  Withers — 13 
Johnson,  Suydam  and  Wyckoft  vs.  Keyes.  But  the  act  is  void 
for  the  reason  given  above. 

5.  It  is  said  that  inasmuch  as  the  ward  could  camplainy  he  is 
bound  by  the  guardianship  while  it  subsists.  The  answer  is:  1. 
That  the  statute  gives  no  appeal  from  the  detennination  of  the 
justices.  2.  That  he  may  complain  of  the  doings  of  the  guar- 
dian, (Prov.  Sec.  15 — p.  375,  Rev.  Stat.)  or  3d:  He  may  sue 
humbly  for  a  certificate  of  reformation  from  the  guardian  interest- 
ed to  withhold  it— or,  4th :  He  may  apply  to  the  county  court  for 
a  restoration  of  the  fragments  of  his  property  left.  Now  all  these 
modes  of  relief  presuppose  the  right  to  put  him  under  guardian- 
ship, and  could  not  be  applied  till  the  injury  was  inflicted ;  and 
hence  a  direct  action  against  the  defendant  acting  under  a  void  au- 
thority, is  Cushing's  only  remedy. 

We  contend  that  the  pension  of  the  plaintiff  was  exempted 
from  the  operation  of  the  act  under  which  the  defendant  was  ap- 
pointed guardian  ;  and  there  was  no  other  property  of  Cushing 
taken.  By  the  act  of  Congress,  passed  April  10,  1806,  no  sale, 
transfer  or  mortgage,  of  the  whole  or  any  part  of  any  pension  to 
non-commissioned  officers,  &c.  before  the  same  becomes  due,  shall 
be  valid,  and  whoever  claiming  the  same  under  power  of  attorney, 
must  make  oath  that  such  power  of  attorney,  is  not  given  by  rea- 
son of  any  transfer  of  the  same.  By  the  act  of  April  28,  1808, 
the  operation  of  that  act  is  extended  to  commissioned  officers,  dis- 
abled since  the  revolutionary  war. — See  Ing.  Dig.  p.  522  b  523. 

Mr,  Uphamfor  defendant. — ^The  defendant  resists  the  plain- 
tiff's claim  upon  the  ground  that  he  was  on  the  26th  of  May,  A. 
D.  1827,  by  two  justices  of  the  peace,  within  and  for  the  county 
of  Orange,  appointed  guardian  to  the  said  Cushing,  according  to 
the  provisions  of  the  14th  section  of  an  act,  entitled  ''An  act  de- 
fining what  shall  be  deemed  and  adjudged  a  legal  settlement,  and 
for  the  support  of  the  poor ;  for  designating  the  duties  and  pow- 
ers of  overseers  of  the  poor,  and  for  the  punishment  of  idle  and 
disorderly  persons,"  and  that,  what  money  he  received,  belonging 
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Cbittmdbk    tQ  ttie  plaintiff,  he  received  as  such   guardian,   and  has  paid  it 

18S6.  '     out  for  the  support  of  the  said  Cushing  and  his  family  and  for  the 

Gushing     payment  of  his  just  debts,  and  has  settled  his  account  as  guardian 

jjji^       to  the  said  Cushing,  with  the  select  men  of  Chelsea. — Vide  sut. 

374  sec.  14,  and  385  sec.  4. 

The  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  insists,  that  the  defendant's  ap- 
pointment as  guardian  to  Cushing,  was  void,  because  Cushing  had 
no  legal  settlement  in  the  town  of  Chelsea,  but  resided  there  as  a 
poor  debtor  on  the  jail  liberties.  Cushing  had  no  legal  settle- 
ment in  the  state,  as  appears  from  the  bill  of  exceptions.  He  re- 
sided in  Chesea  and  so  did  bis  children  ;  and  if  he  or  bis  children, 
while  residing  there,  became  a  public  charge,  Chelsea  must  bear  it. 

The  justices,  therefore,  had  jurisdiction  of  the  case,  their  pro- 
ceedings are  regular  on  the  face  of  them  and  were  properly  ad- 
mitted in  evidence  in  the  court  below. 

Again,  if  Cushing  was  aggrieved  at  the  doings  of  his  guardian, 
he  had  a  right  to  complain  to  the  county  court  for  relief  in  the 
premises. — Vide  stat.  375  prpv.  to  15th  sect. 

If  he  thought  himself  entitled  to  a  restoration  of  his  property^ 
or  that  his  pension  was  not  under  the  control  of  his  guardian,  he 
should  have  applied  to  the  court  under  the  proviso  to  the  I6th 
section  of  the  statifte  for  relief. — Vide  stat.  376. 

This  pension  money  was  liable  to  the  control  of  his  guardian 
and  was  so  decided  to  be  by  the  supreme  court  in  Orange  county, 
in  the  case  of  Kendrickvs.  Dana. 

We  further  insist  that  the  proceedings  of  the  justices  appointing 
the  defendant  guardian  to  the  plaintiff,  being  regular  on  the  face 
of  them,  should  afford  protection  to  the  defendant  until  set  aside  by 
a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction.  If  the  proceedings  had  been 
set  aside  upon  the  ground  that  the  justices  had  no  jurisdiction  of 
the  case,  a  court  of  chancery  would  enjoin  this  action,  inasmuch 
as  the  defendant  has  paid  out  all  the  money  he  has  received  for  the 
support  of  the  said  Cushing  and  his  family  and  for  the  payment  of 
his  just  debts.  This  action  being  in  the  nature  of  a  bill  in  equity, 
ought  not  to  be  sustained  against  the  defendant. 

It  is  further  insisted  by  the  plaintiff,  that  having  pleaded  this 
matter  in  abatement,  we  were  not  at  liberty  to  set  it  up  as  a  de- 
fence under  the  general  issue.  This  position  cannot,  we  think,  be 
sustained.  The  genera]  rule  is  this :  the  court  will  not  permit  a 
defendant  to  plead  at  the  same  time  in  abatement  and  in  bar,  to 
the  same  matter.—!  Chit.  Plea.  492. 
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II  matter  is  improperly  pleaded  in  abatement  and  overruled  it  Cerrr«iiDEif 
may  afterwards  be  pleaded  in  bar'or  set  up  as  a  defence  under        idse.' 
the  getieral  issue.     It  is  true,  that  at  the  first  term  of  the  court  after     cuahing 
this  action  was  commenced,  the  defendant  pleaded  in  abatement       ^i^^ 
that  he  was  the  legal  guardian  of  Cashing,  and  as  such  guardian 
received  the  money,  &c.    Cushing  replied  to  the  plea  and  the  de- 
fendant demurred  specially  to  the  replication.     The  court  adjudg- 
ed the  replication  to  be  sufficient,  and  the  defendant  filed  bis  ex- 
ceptions which  were  allowed  and  the  propriety  of  the  decbion  is 
before  this  court  for  revision. 

All  that  the  defendant  asks  in  this  case  is  a  decision  in  his  favor, 
and  it  is  of  no  consequence  to  him  upon  what  ground  it  b  made. 
We  think,  however,  that  the  judgment  of  the  county  court,  upon 
the  trial  of  the  merits  of  the  cause,  should  be  affirmed. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 
Williams,  Cu.  J. — ^This  is  an  action  for  money  had  and  receiv- 
ed. The  plaintiff  is  a  pensioner.  The  defendant  has  received  his 
pension  money,  amounting  to  over  $1000,  and  claims  to  have  re- 
ceived it  as  guardian  duly  and  legally  appointed,  according  to  the 
14th  section  of  the  statute  in  relation  to  the  settlement  of  the 
poor,  and  to  have  regularly  accounted  therefor.  The  question  in- 
volved and  to  be  decided  is,  was  the  defendant  legally  appointed 
guardian  ?  If  he  was,  it  is  immaterial  to  enquire  whether  he  has 
properly  accounted  therefor.  It  is  not  found  that  the  defendant 
has  ever  been  discharged  from  his  guardianship.  The  remedy  for 
the  plaintiff,  if  he  has  sustained  any  injury,  provided  the  defendant 
is  his  guardian,  must  be  under  the  15tb  section  of  the  statute  be- 
fore mentioned. 

It  appears  that  two  justices  of  the  peace,  on  the  complaint  of 
the  select  men  and  civil  authority  of  the  town  of  Chelsea,  on  the 
26th  of  May,  1827,  appointed  or  attempted  to  appoint,  the  defend- 
ant as  guardian  to  the  plaintiff.  We  have  not  the  preceedings 
here ;  but  it  seems  an  objection  was  raised  at  the  county  court, 
because  no  evidence  was  offered  that  the  complaint  was  made  by 
a  majority  of  the  select  men  and  civil  authority  of  Chelsea, 
other  than  the  recital  contained  in  tiie  complaint.  It  is,  however, 
very  certain,  that  if  a  complaint  was  made,  purporting  to  be  made 
by  a  majority  of  the  select  men  and  civil  authority  of  the  town, 
and  the  magistrates  acted  on  that  complaint,  it  must  be  deemed 
prima  facie  to  be  the  complaint  of  a  majority.     The  mere  count- 
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CmjnvjiM,  ing  ijie  number  who  constituted  the  authority  may  as  well  be  done 
T838.  '  by  one  party  as  another ;  and  when  the  magistrates  assume  to  act 
Goshmg  on  a  complaint,  purporting  to  be  made  by  a  majority  of  the  au- 
Haio.  tbority,  whoever  contends  that  there  was  not  a  majority  to  author- 
ize their  action,  must  make  that  fact  appear.  It  is  also  expressly 
stated  in  this  case,  that  the  plaintiff  had  no  legal  settlement  in  this 
state.  The  important  question  ttien  presents  itself,  whether  the 
magistrates  bad  any  jurisdiction,  and  this  depends  on  the  construction 
to-be  given  to  the  14th  section  of  the  statute  before  mentioned. 
To  authorize  this  proceeding,  the  magistrates  roust  have  jurisdic- 
tion over  the  person.  .  It  is  a  proceeding  which  principally  affects 
the  person  complained  of,  and  unless  he  is  subject  to  that  jurisdic- 
tion ;  or  in  other  words,  unless  he  is  such  a  person  as  is  contem- 
plated in  the  statute,  and  liable  on  that  account  to  be  placed  under 
guardianship,  it  is  clear  that  any  attempt  thus  to  control  him  must  be 
ineffectual.  The  words  of  the  statute  are,  ^'That  if  any  person,  by 
**  excessive  drinking,  gaming,  idleness  or  debauchery  of  any  kind, 
'*  shall  so  spend,  waste  or  lessen  his  or  her  estate,  as  thereby  to 
'^  expose  him  or  herself,  or  his  or  her  family,  or  any  of  them  to  want 
"  or  suffering  circumstances  ;  or  shall  by  thus  spending,  wasting  or 
"  lessening  his  or  her  estate,  endanger  or  expose  the  town  to  which 
'^  he  or  she  belongs,  in  the  judgment  of  the  select  men  and  civil  au- 
"  tbority  of  such  town  or  a  major  part  thereof,  to  a  charge  and  ex- 
"  pense  for  the  support  and  maintenance  of  him  or  her,  or  his  or 
^  "  her  family,  or  any  of  them  ;  such  select  men  and  civil  authority,  . 
"  or  the  major  part  of  them,  shall  lodge  a  complaint  with  two  justi- 
'*  ces  of  the  peace,  who  may  appoint  a  guardian  or  guardians  to 
"  such  person,  who  are  to  take  him  and  family  under  their  care, 
''  and  take  and  dispose  of  his  property,  and  manage  the  same  in 
"  such  a  manner  as  will  most  conduce  to  the  interest  and  advantage 
"  of  such  person,  or  his  or  her  heirs."  The  object  of  this  statute 
is  two  fold.  First,  for  the  benefit  of  the  person  and  his  family, 
and  thereby,  secondly,  for  the  benefit  of  the  town.  If  by  exces- 
sive drinking,  gaming,  idleness  or  debauchery,  any  person  is  wast- 
ing his  estate,  he  is  considered  as  unfit  to  have  the  management  or 
the  control  of  himself  and  family,  exposes  himself  and  theni  to 
sufiering,  want  and  poverty,  and  the  town  to  the  charge  and  ex- 
pense of  their  maintenance.  So  far  as  the  first  object  was  to  be 
obtained,  the  proceeding  is  a  regulation  of  police,  to  place  the  per- 
son who  wantonly  neglects  himself  and  family,  under  the  control 
of  those  who  will  do  what  he  himself  ought  to  do.     To  obtain  this 
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object,  the  duty  of  making  the  complaint  might  as  well  li^ve  been  ^"jJ^H^^"' 
required  of  any  other  tribunal,  as  of  the  select  men  and  civil  au-        >S36. 
fbority.     It  might  have  been  made  the  duty  of  any  informing  offi-      CwWm^ 
cer  to  make  the  complaint.     But  as  the  town  who  would  be  under 
obligation  to  provide  for  him  and  family,  in  the  event  of  his  being 
unable  to  take  care  of  himself,  would  necessarily  have  an  interest 
to  prevent  the  spendthrift   from  wasting  his  estate,  it  is  niacte  the 
duty  of  the  select  men    and  civil  authority  of  the  town  who  may 
be  endangered  or  exposed,  to  make  complaint  and  take  the  neces- 
sary steps  to  enforce  the  regulation  of  the  statutes. 

There  is  nothing  in  the  subject  matter  of  the  statute  to  require 
that  this  should  be  done  by  the  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  town 
where  the  person  is  legally  settled.  The  town  receives  no  direct 
benefit  from  the  proceeding.  They  are  only  ultimately  benefited 
by  hi^  being  compelled,  together  with  his  family,  to  earn  their 
subsistence,  and  by  having  bis  estate  prudently  and  discreetly  man- 
aged, instead  of  being  squandered  in  riotous  living. 

The  statute,  however,  makes  use  of  the  term,  the  town  to  which 
he  btkngs ;  and  if  this  expression  is  to  be  considered  as  equivalent 
to,  and  synonymous  with  the  expression  ^Hegally  settied^^'  then 
the  objection  is  well  taken  to  the  proceedings  had  in  this  case. 

But  we  find  the  term  may  as  well  imply  an  inhabitant  of,  or  a 
resident  in  a  town,  as  a  person  legally  settled.  Tlie  definition, 
then,  must  he  gathered  from  the  subject  matter  of  the  statute,  as 
well  as  from  the  use  made  of  the  same  expressions  in  other  parts 
of  the  same  statute. 

To  say  that  this  power  of  appointing  a  guardian,  can  only  be  ex- 
ercised on  the  complaint  of  the  select  men  and  civil  authority  of 
the  town  where  a  person  is  legally  settled,  would  exclude  from  lh6 
operation  of  the  statute,  a  number  of  persons  who  have  no  legal 
settlement  in  the  state,  and  who  certainly  ought  to  be  subject  to  its 
control,  as  much,  or  more  than  those  who  are  legally  settled  in 
the  state. 

The  person  who  dwelb  among  us,  who  is  ruining  himself  and 
famfly,  and  exposing  them  to  wretchedness  and  misery,  by  the 
constant  and  habitual  practice  of  those  vices  which  are  mentioned, 
and  who  must  in  a  very  short  time  be,  with  his  family,  relieved  and 
supported  by  the  town  where  he  resides ;  who  can  look  to  no  other 
town  for  remuneration,  is,  certainly,  as  proper  a  subject  to  be 
placed  under  guardianship,  as  though  he  had  a  legal  settlement. 
The  interest  of  community  and  of  the  town  where  he  dwells,  as 
imperiously  demands  it.     The  subject  matter  of  this  section  would 
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^"j^iL"^^'^'  lead  us  rather  to  say  that  the  expression,  the  toton  where  he   ie- 

'^^ longs,  should   be  considered  as  the  town  where  h€  resides,  whicb, 

cushiiig     in  tlie  event  of  his  poverty,  would  have  to  contribute  to  his  relief. 
UuiH.       On  reference  to  the  20th  section  of  the  statute,  we  find  that  the 
same  term  is  made  use  of  in  this  sense. 

If  any  poor  person,  belonging  to  any  town,  shall  apply  for  re- 
lief, tac.  the  overseers  may  make  application  to  a  justice  of  the 
peace,  who,  with  the  overseers,  are  to  determine  both  as  to  the 
fact  of  bis  being  in  indigent  circumstances,  as  well  as  the  extent  of 
the  relief  to  be  administered. 

It  was  considered,  in  the  case  of  M'ashbum  vs.  Vernon,  Wind- 
ham county,  163*2,  that  this  20th  section  applies  as  well  to  those 
persons  who  had  no  settlement  in  ttie  state,  but  who  were  poor,  for 
whom  the  town  was  obliged  to  provide,  as  to  those  who  bad  a 
legal  settlement  in  the  town  ;  and  that  the  term  ^^behnging"  in 
this  section,  does  not  intend  that  the  person  has  a  legal  settlement. 
It  appears,  in  the  case  now  before  us,  that  vhe  plaintiff  has  no  set- 
tlement in  this  state.  With  respect  to  such  persons,  we  have  no 
hesitation  in  saying,  that  they  are  proper  subjects  for  the  exercise 
of  the  power  contemplated  in  the  14th  section  of  the  statute,  and 
that  it  may  and  must  be  exercised  on  the  complaint  of  the  select 
men  and  civil  authority  of  the  town  where  such  person  resides.  If 
such  spendthrift  has  a  legal  settlement  in  the  state,  in  a  town  dif- 
ferent from  the  one  where  he  resides,  we  are  not  called  on  to  decide 
who  must  be  the  complainant.  The  construction  which  has  been 
put  on  the  1 1th  section  of  the  statute  in  relation  to  persons  confined 
in  gaol,  is  in  no  way  at  variance  with  this  construction,  but  rather 
confirmatory  of  it.  It  was  a  long  time  a  matter  of  doubt,  whether 
this  1 1  th  section  extended  to  persons  in  gaol.  The  apparent  in- 
consistency of  considering  a  person  as  a  transient  person,  who  was 
actually  confined  wiihin  the  walls  of  a  prison,  led  many  to  doubt, 
whether  persons  confined  in  gaol  should  not  apply  for  relief  to'  the 
overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  town  where  they  resided,  and  from 
which  they  were  taken  when  carried  to  prison,  rather  than  to  those 
of  the  town  where  the  gaol  was  situated.  But  it  is  now  settled  that 
the  application  must  be  made  to  the  overseer  of  the  poor  of  the 
to wnr where  the  gaol  is  situated. 

The  town  of  Chelsea,  therefore,  was  the  town  which  was  endan- 
gered or  exposed  to  expense,  if  the  plaintiff  while  in  prison,  and 
having  no  settlement  in  the  state,  became  a  subject  of  relief  under 
the  statute,  rather  than  the  town  from  which  he  was  taken  and 
which  could  not  be  endangered  or  exposed,  in  conseqnence  of  his 
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becoming  a  town  charge  while  he  remained  in  prison.     If,  there-  ^^J^^^*"' 
fore,  the  complaint  may    be  made  by  the  authority  of  the  town,        ^^^- 
where  such  person  resides,  and- must  be  made  by  the  authority  of      Ciwhiog 
the  town  who  are  exposed  and  endangered,  it  will  follow  that  the        uaio. 
civil  authority,  of  the  town  where  the  gaol  is  situated,  must  make 
the  complaint  against  all  that  class  of  persons,  confined  on  and  re- 
maining   within   the  limits  of  the  gaol  in  such  town,  who  have  no 
settlement  in  the  slate.     We  are,  therefore,  fully  satisfied  that  the 
magistrate  had  jurisdiction  in  this   case,   and   that   the   defendant 
was   legal  guardian   and   must  account  for   the  property  receiv- 
ed,   in   some  other  way  than   in  an  action  of  assumpsit,  at  the 
suit  of  the  person  placed  under  his  guardianship. 

This  view  of  the  case  must,  of  course,  dispose  of  the  other 
branch  of  the  argument  in  behalf  of  the  plaintiff.  For  if  the  de- 
fendant has  expended  this  pension  money  in  payment  of  debts 
rather  than  in  support  of  the  pensioner  and  his  family,  and  if  that 
b  a  subject  of  wUch  the  plaintiff  may  complain,  he  must  apply  to 
the  county  court.  But  we  cannot  yield  to  the  argument  which 
has  been  advanced,  that  this  pension  was  designed,  exclusively,  to 
be  expended  by  the  pensioner  himself.  It  was  designed,  most  un- 
doubtedly, for  the  comfort  and  support  of  himself  and  family  ;  and 
when  he  is  incompetent  to  expend  it  for  this  purpose,  whether 
from  a  defect  of  understanding,  or  from  profligacy,  it  could  never 
be  supposed  that  the  local  authorities  of  the  state  might  not  place 
hi;n  under  guardianship  and  do^at  for  him  which  he  could  not  do 
himself.  The  very  fact  that  ^|L  guardian,  in  this  and  similar 
cases,  can  possess  himself  of  the  money  from  the  agent  of  the 
government,  shows  most  conclusively,  that  although  a  transfer  of  a 
pension,  by  the  pensioner  himself,  is  not  recognized ;  yet  a  transfer, 
by  authority  of  law,  to  the  person  appointed  to  take  care  of  him 
and  his  family,  and  expend  his  property  with  discretion,  is  recog- 
nized. If  we  were  to  assist  the  plaintiff  to  recover  this  money, 
yet  we  must  first  repeal  our  statute  before  we  could  say,  that  the 
guardian  should  not  control  and  expend  it  in  such  a  ujanner  as  the 
plaintiff  ought  to  do.  The  want  of  any  proviso  in  the  act  of  con- 
gress, that  the  pension  money  shall  not  be  paid  to  the  guardian, 
when  one  is  appointed ;  the  fact  that  the  money  is  so  paid,  make 
it  sufficiently  evident,  that  the  government  never  contemplated  that 
the  pensioner  should  have  the  entire  control  of  the  money  due 
to  him,  and  expend  it  in  a  manner  not  conducing  to  his  comfort 
and  support  or  that  of  his  family,  and  subject  them  to  the  various 
provisions  made  for  the  support  of  paupers.     It  surely  could  not 
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^"j^^^r^'  relieve  tliis  pensioner,  to  have  this  money  and  expend  it,  and 

^^^        leave  himself  and  family  liable,  under  the  17th  seeiion  of  the  same 

cujihing     statute,  to  be  bound  out  to  labor,  or  employed  in  the  work  house. 

Hale.  We  have  not  examined  the  account  of  the  guardian,  because, 

from  the  view  already  expressed,  we  think  it  is  not  to  be  done  in 

this  suit. 

The  result  is,  that  judgment  must  be  affirmed. 


^"z"^**'^''*  John  Delaware  vs.  Alvah  B.  Staunton. 


1836. 


_  In  the  actiou  on  book,  a  ploa  which  admits  the  defendant  to  have  been  once  ac- 
countable, though  it  goc:8  in  discharge,  is  bad. 
Any  pKui  in  bar,  which  puts  in  issue  facts  to  which  the  parties  may  testify, 
is  bad. 

Therefore,  a  plea  of  payment  or  settlement  in  bar,  is  bad. 
fidforo  auditors,  parties  aro  competent  to  testify  to  payment. 

This  was  an  action  of  book  account,  commenced  at  the  March 
term  of  the  county  court,  1833. 

*  The  defendant  prayed  oyer  of  the  plaintiff's  account  and  plead, 
in  bar,  the  following  pleas. 

1.  That  the  defendant,  heretofore,  to  wit,  on  the  10th  day  of 
January,  A.  I).  1833,  at  Jericho,  aforesaid,  paid  and  satisfied  to  said 
plaintiff,  one  dollar,  in  full  satisfaction  and  discharge  of  said 
book  account,  and  said  plaintiff  then  and  there  accepted  and 
received  of  said  defendant  said  sum  of  one  dollar  in  full  pay- 
ment, satisfaction  and  discharge  of  said  book  account. 

2.  That  after  the  accruing  of  the  account  aforesaid,  to  wit,  on 
the  lOlh  day  of  January,  1833,  at  Jericho  aforesaid,  the  plaintiff 
and  defendant  then  and  there  settled  and  adjusted  all  demands  and 
book  accounts  between  them — and  said  book  account  was  then  and 
there,  by  the  mutual  consent  and  agreement  of  said  plaintffand  de- 
fendant, settled,  adjusted  and  paid ;  and  said  plaintiff  then  and  there, 
after  the  accruing  of  said  account  by  his  receipt  or  memorandum 
or  writing,  signed  by  the  said  plaintiff,  acknowledged  that  he  had 
then  and  there  received  of  said  defendant  one  dollar,  in  full  satis- 
faction and  discharge  of  said  book  account. 

3.  That  after  the  accruing  of  said  account,  to  wit,  on  the  10th 
day  of  January,  1833,  at  Jericho  aforesaid,  said  defendant  fully 
accounted  to  and  with  said  plaintiff,  in  relation  to  said  book  ac- 
count, and  there  was  then  and  there,  on  said  accounting,  in  rela- 
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ibn  to  said   book  accounts  between   said  plaintiflf  and  deren-  ^^^*"' 
dant,    found    due,    from  defendant  to    plaintiff,  one  dollar, —        ^836.* 
and   defendant  then  and  there,  paid  and  satisfied  to  plaintiff,     DeUwara 
said  sum  of  one  dollar,  in   full  satisfaction  and    discbarge  of    sta?Dton. 
said  book   account ;  and  plaintiff   then  and  there  accepted  and 
received  of  and  from   defendant,  said  sum  of  one  dollar,  in  full 
pa3rment,  satisfection  and  discbarge  of  said  book  account. 

To  these  pleas  the  plaintiff  demurred  generally;  whereup- 
on the  court  adjudged  them  insufficient,  and  rendered  judgment 
that  the  defendant  ought  to  account.  To  this  decision  the  defend- 
ant excepted. 

At  the  March  term  of  the  court,  the  auditors  to  whom  the 
cause  was  referred,  made  a  special  report  as  follows  : 

*^  The  plaintiff  exhibited  as  bis  account  paper  marked  A.  De- 
fendant contended  that  on  the  10th  day  of  January,  1833,  he 
settled  with  plaintiff  and  paid  him  the  full  amount  of  his  ac- 
count, and  that  plaintiff  then  executed  and  delivered  to  him  a  re- 
ceipt in  full,  hereto  annexed,  which  defendant  insisted  on  as  con- 
clusive. Plamtiff's  counsel  offered  to  show  by  the  oath  of  the 
plamtiff,  that  this  receipt  was  obtained  by  fraud  or  mistake ;  to 
which  defendant  objected  ;  but  the  auditor  admitted  the  evidence 
and  both  parties  testified,  and  from  their  evidence  the  auditor  finds 
the  following  facts :  That  about  the  20th  December,  1832,  the 
plaintiff  drew  and  delivered  to  Butler  and  Peaslee,  an  order  on  the 
defendant  for  }20,  payable  at  sight ;  that  Butler,  of  the  firm  of 
Butler  and  Peaslee,  presented  the  order  to  Staunton,  before  the 
lOtb  of  January,  1833,  who  said  he  would  pay  it,  if  on  a  settle- 
ment with  Delaware,  he  should  owe  him  that  sum ;  that  on  the 
10th  of  January,  1833,  the  parties  attempted  to  settle,  when  it  was 
agreed,  that  Staunton  should  accept  and  pay  the  twenty  dollar  order 
to  Butler  and  Peaslee,  and  give  Delaware  an  order  on  D.  A.  Smal- 
ley  for  the  balance  and  therefore  gave  the  accompanying  order  of 
eight  dollars  on  said  Smalley,  which  was  exhibited  to  said  Smal- 
ley,  and  he  said  he  would  accept  it,  and  the  plaintiff  executed  the 
receipt  in  full.  Within  an  hour  after  the  exchange  of  papers 
plaintiff  went  to  defendant,  alleging  that  there  was  a  mistake  in 
the  receipt ;  that  it  should  have  been  for  eighteen  dollars,  and  de- 
nied him  to  rectify  the  mistake  or  take  back  the  order,  which  de- 
fimdant  refused,  and  the  auditor  finds  it  was  not  the  intention  of 
the  plaintiff  to  settle  the  amount  on  the  receipt  of  the  <»der  of 
1^8,  but  that  his  intention  and  expectation  was,  that  it  was  to 
have  been$18." 
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^'jSmS?'^'  Auditor  al89  finds  that  the  order  has  not  been  paid  by  Smalley, 
1836. '  and  the  same  b  herewith  exhibited  bj  the  plaintiff,  in  order  to  be 
Delaware    Cancelled. 

The  auditor  further  finds,  that  Butler  again  presented  the 
twenty  dollar  order  to  defendant,  on  the  lOth  February,  1833, 
and  that  <iefendant  refused  to  pay  it,  and  gave  notice  soon  after  to 
Delaware ;  that  Butler  and  Peaslee  sued  Delaware  for  this  $20 
of  their  account  not  paid  by  this  order ;  that  Delaware  resisted  on 
the  ground  that  it  was  paid  by  the  order,  but  in  the  end  the  parties 
agreed  and  Delaware  paid  them  ten  dollars,  to  be  in  full. — 
On  this  evidence  the  auditor  considered  and  adjudged  that  plaintiff 
was  not  concluded  by  the  receipt ;  that  the  account  was  still  open 
and  that  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover. 

To  the  acceptance  of  this  report,  the  defendant  made  the  .fol- 
lowing objections : 

1.  Because  the  auditor  admitted  the  plainuff  by  his  oum  oatb 
to  avoid  the  settlement  that  was  made  and  the  receipt  that  was 
executed  between  the  parties,  on  the  10th  day  of  January,  1833, 
which  was  subsequent  to  the  accruing  of  the  plaintiff's  account. 

3.  Because  the  auditor  made  the  defendant  chargeable  for  the 
order  of  $20,  drawn  by  the  plaintiff  upon  defendantj  in  favor 
of  Butler  and  Peaslee,  after  the  defendant  had  given  a  conditional 
acceptance  and  that  condition  had  become  absolute. 

The  report  was  accepted  by  the  county  court  and  exceptions  to 
the  same  filed  by  the  defendant. 

D.  A.  SmaUey  for  defendant — ^The  statute  creatit>g  the  action 
on  book  account,  declares,  that  the  ''same  proceedings  shall  be 
had  therein  as  are  had  in  the  common  action  of  account."— Rev. 
Stat.  142  sec.  2. 

The  same  act,  p.  141  sec.  1.  declares,  that  ^ny  defendant,  in 
any  action  of  account,  may  plead  in  defence  any  plea,  (which 
being  true,  he  she  or  they  ought  not  to  account)  and  it  shall  be 
tried  by  a  jury." 

Are  not  pleas  in  bar  proper  pleas,  and  pleaded  in  a  proper  man- 
ner ?  If  they  are,  can  the  demurrer  be  sustained  without  repeal- 
ing the  statute. 

2.  The  order  drawn  upon  Staunton  by  Delaware,  was  condi- 
tionally accepted,  or  agreed  to  be  accepted.  And  when  the  set- 
tlement was  made  and  Staunton  was  brought  in  debt  to  Delaware 
for  more  than  $20,  he  wee  liable  to  Butler  and  Peaslee  for  the 
order,  and  nothing  appears  from  the  case  that  tlie  liability  has  ever 
been  discharged. 
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Mr.  Mdeek  far  plainiiff.—The  defendant,  in  all  bis  pleas  in  ^"^^JISJ.*"^ 
bar^  sets  forth  the  oyer  of  phmtiff 's  account  and  pleads  payment,       tsse.  * 
be.  of  the  account  given  in  oyer,  and  of  all  accounts  up  to  the     Delaware 
lOth  of  January,  1833.    His  pleas  were  plead  at  the  March  term,     suoliton. 
1833,  and  we  contend  they  are  all  bad. 

1.  Because  they  made  the  oyer  material,  and  the  plaintiff  must 
either  demur  or  take  issue  on  the  payment  of  the  account  given 
io  oyer. 

If  the  oyer  is  immaterial,  the  issue  would  be  of  course ;  •and  if 
the  plaintiff  replies  over  other  account— as  the  oyer,  if  materialy 
becomes  a  part  of  his  own  pleading — it  would  be  a  departure. 

2.  The  auditor  is  bound  to  adjust  the  account  up  to  the  period 
of  the  audit ;  consequently  the  pleas  should  have  negatived  any 
account  between  the  parties,  arising  after  the  10th  of  January  and 
the  time  of  the  plea  pleaded. 

3.  If  these  pleas  can  be  pleaded,  the  decision  on  the  facts  is 
withdrawn  from  the  auditor  and  refered  to  the  jury.  Distinct 
issues  may  be  formed  then  on  every  item  of  an  account ;  for  the 
court  cannot  say,  that  the  jury  may  try  one  issue  in  fact  and  not 
another  in  the  same  cause ;  and  if  the  fact  is  tried  by  the  jury  and 
(bund  against  the  party  pleading  it,  he  may  still  defend  on  the 
same  ground  before  the  auditor.  The  defendant  also  may  have 
a  jury  decide  on  his  defence  against  the  plaintiff's  account,  which 
the  plaintiff  cannot  have  against  the  defendant's  account,  if  he 
offiets  it. 

But  again,  if  these  pleas  can  be  sustained,  it  deprives  the  party 
of  the  benefit  of  his  oath ;  for  it  will  not  be  contended  that  the 
court  would  permit  htm  to  testify  before  the  jury.  It  is  well  set* 
tied  law,  that  he  is  a  witness  in  an  action  on  book,  to  the  truth  of 
the  matter  set  forth  in  these  pleas. — Stevens  vs.  Richards  and 
TYuesdell,  2  Aiken  81*— Fay  et  al,  vs.  Green^  2  Aiken  886— 
Austin  vs.  Bary  and  Meigs,  8  Vt.  Rep.  69 — May  and  Walesfu. 
(hrUWy  4  Vt.  Rep.  16 — Mattocks  vs.  Owen^  5  Vt.  Rep.  48 — 
Darling  vs.  Hall,  5  Vt.  Rep.  91— Leach  and  Walker  vs.  Shep- 
herd, 5  Vt.  Rep.  363— Whiting  vs.  Corwin,  5  Vt.  Rep.  451— 
and  in  6  Vt.  Rep.  90,  Laughlin  vs.  Hilt/a  was  said  by  the  court, 
that  the  only  exception  to  the  broad  rule,  that  the  party  might 
testify  to  every  fact,  to  the  extent  of  any  other  witnete,  except  m 
the  case  of  a  new  promise. 

As  to  the  objections  made  oh  the  auditor's  report,  the  first  is  (ill- 
ly  settled  against  the  defendant  by  the  foregoing  authorities. 
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^'"JuZ^*      The  second  is  frivolous  and  imconscionable.    The  defendant 

*g»'       never  paid  or  acce{yted  the  order,  aa  j^ie  was  bound  to  do^  and  it 

Daiawue    was  destroyed.    His  objection  is,  that  plaintiff  might,  by  reason  of 

Sraunton.    ^be  laches  of  B.  and  P.  have  forced  them  to  make  it  their  own, 

which  cannot  avail  him  if  they  could« 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 
Williams,  Ch.  J. — ^In  this  case,  which  is  an  action  on  book, 
the  defendant  plead  three  several  pleas  in  bar,  to  which  there 
was  a  general  demurrer.  The  county  court  rendered  judgment 
for  the  plaintiff,  to  which  exceptions  were  taken.  The  pleas  are 
evidently  bad.  They  amount  to  payment  and  nothing  more ; 
and  whether  con^dered  according  to  the  rules  applicable  to  the 
action  of  account  at  common  law,  or  to  our  action  on  book,  such 
pleas  are  not  to  be  received  in  bar  of  the  action,  but  in  discharge 
of  the  account  before  auditors.  As  a  general  rule,  any  matter 
which  admits  the  defendant  to  have  been  once  accountable  or 
ebargeable,  although  it  goes  in  discharge,  must  be  plead  before 
audit(»s,  and  not  in  bar.  The  distinction  which  was  early  made 
in  this  aetion,''was,  that  the  judges  were  judges  of  the  action  and 
not  of  the  account,  but  the  auditors  were  judges  of  the  account. 
A  release  of  the  action  was  held  to  be  a  good  plea  in  bar,  but  a 
payment  to  the  plaintiff  himself,  or  by  order  of  the  plaintiff,  or 
that  the  plaintiff  had  acquitted  the  defendant  of  the  sum  demand* 
ed,  which  amounted  only  to  payment,  could  only  be  taken  advan- 
tage of  before  auditors. 

But  further,  by  the  system  established  by  the  statute,  and  the 
decisions  of  the  court  thereon  in  relation  to  the  action  on  book, 
these  ideas  could  not  be  allowed.  They  put  in  issue  facts  to  which 
the  parties  may  testify.  It  has  been  repeatedly  decided  that 
both  the  parties  are  competent  to  testify  in  relation  to  payment. 
As  these  pleas  would  put  the  question  of  payment,  settlement, 
&c.  in  issue  before  the  court  and  jury,  when  the  parties  cannot 
be  sworn  and  testify,  instead  of  putting  them  in  issue  before  audi- 
tors, where  the  parties  are  competent  witnesses,  they  cannot  be 
sustained. 

Further,  these  pleas  do  not  and  cannot  answer  the  wiiole  de- 
mand of  the  plaindff.  The  auditors  are  to  adjust  the  accounts 
between  the  parties  to  the  time  of  auditing,  without  reference  to 
the  comencement  of  the  action.  Hence,  although  a  suit  may  be 
commenced  on  account,  before  the  time  of  credit  had  expired, 
yet,  if  it  had  expired  befpre  the  bearing,  by  the  auditors,  and  the 
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sttin  due  is  not  paid,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  a  judgment.    These  ^"JS^SSIJ*"' 
pleas  do  not  profess  to  answer  any  claim  of  the  plaintiff  later  than       i896. 
the  10th  of  January,  1833,  although  they  were  filed  in  court  two     Delaware 
months  subsequent  to  that  time.    It  is  said,  that  the  plea  meets     staontoD. 
the  whole  account  proferted  by  the  plaintiff,  in  answer  to  the 
prayer  of  oyer  made  by  the  defendant.    It  may  be  answered,  that  * 

the  plea  should  meet  the  whole  action,  and  not  merely  the  bill  of 
particulars.  It  may  also  further  be  answered,  that  by  the  decis- 
ions of  the  courts,  as  recognized  by  chief  justice  Skinner,  in  Reed 
vs.  Barlow,  I  Aik.  145,  and  by  judge  Phelps,  in  Loomu  vs.  JBar- 
rett,  4  Vt.  Rep.  450,  a  plaintiff  is  not  bound  by  his  account  as 
proferted,  on  the  plea  of  oyer,  and  the  defendant  may  not  assume 
that  the  account  thus  proferted,  is  the  whole  which  will  be  present- 
ed and  controverted  before  auditors.  On  this  ground  the  pleas 
cannot  be  considered  as  defending  the  whole  cause  of  action. — 
The  judgment  of  the  county  court,  therefore,  that  the  pleas  were 
insufficient,  was  correct. 

We  have  also  noticed  the  objections  which  have  been  made  to 
the  judgment  of  the  county  court,  in  accepting  the  report  of  the 
auditors,  and  do  not  find  them  well  founded.  As  to  the  first  ob- 
jection, it  is  suflicient  to  say,  that  it  has  been  too  often  decided, 
that  the  parties  are  competent  to  testify  as  to  the  question  of  set- 
tlement or  payment,  to  permit  it  now  to  be  argued.  The  plaintiff 
was  competent  to  testify  in  relation  to  a  settlement.  On  the  sec- 
ond objection,  we  can  see  no  reason  why  the  defendant  should  not 
be  made  chargeable  for  the  whole  account  of  the  plaintiff.  There 
is  no  foundation  for  the  allegation,  that  the  defendant  can  ever  be 
made  liable  to  Butler  and  Peaslee,  on  the  order  of  twenty  dollars, 
drawn  by  the  plaintiff  on  the  defendant,  in  December,  1832,  after 
what  has  taken  place  between  them  and  the  plaintiff. 
The  judgment  of  the  county  court  must  be  a]$rmed. 
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FRANKLIN  COUNTY, 
January  Term,  1836. 


Prb8S!«t,  Hotf.  CHARLES  K.  WILLIAMS,  Oiitf  Justice. 
"  SAMUEL  S.  PHELPS,  )  ^  .  .  ,  ,  ^. 
"      ISAAC  F.  REDFl ELD,    J  •«»«««« -wwce*. 


Faaitkuv,        St.  Albans  Steam  Boat  Company  v9.  Wm.  H-  Wilkins. 

January  f,  j 
I8S6.      j  In  a,]i  contracts  for  service,  the  performance  of  the  entire  term  is  a  condition 
precedent    to   the  rigrht   of  recovery,    and  nothing  short  of  an   express 
stipnlation  to  that  effect,    wil)  enable  the  party  to  recover  for  part-per- 
formance. 
If  in  a  contract  for  service  by  the  year,  the  undertaker  would  exonerate  him. 
self  firom  service  during  any  part  of  the  term,  on  the  ground  of  custom,  he 
must  show,  that  such  is  the  general  understanding  of  such  contracts. 
And  unless  he  can  show  this  or  some  other  sufficient  excuse,  for  such  absence 
firom  the  business  of  the  employer,  it  is  an  abandonment  of  the  undertaking, 
and  he  is  not  entitled  to  recover  part  pay  unless  he  can  show,  that  the  em. 
ployer  consented  to  his  return  after  the  absence,  and  thus  waived  the  for- 
feiture. 

This  was  an  action  of  assumpsit  for  money  had  and  received, 
commenced  in  the  county  court.  Plea,  non-assumpsit  and  trial 
by  jury. 

It  appeared  in  evidence,  that  on  the  2d  day  of  March,  1830, 
the  defendant  was  appointed  by  the  plaiiitiffi  captain  of  their 
steam-boat  McDonough,  and  they  sought  to  recover  monies 
received  by  him  a^  captain  under  said  appointment.  From  the 
course  of  the  trial,  the  attention  of  the  court  and  jury  became  con- 
fined to  a  single  subject  of'  dispute,  viz,  a  sum  of  two  hundred  and 
forty  dollars,  claimed  and  retained  by  defendant  for  his  services. 

The  plaintiff  introduced  evidence  tending  to  prove  that  they 
hired  the  defendant  by  the  month,  at  the  rate  of  twenty  dollars  a 
month ;  that  his  servicea  were  continued  for  about  the  period  of 
nine  months,  and  that  afterwards  (in  the  winter  season  of  1830 
and  1831)  he  took  a  journey  to  P<)^mouth,  N.  H.,  to  Montreal 
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and  Burlington,  and  that  for  roost  of  said  time,  be  did  little  or  no-    ^j^^^* 
thing  in  the  business  of  the  plaintiffi.  ^^^- 

The  defendant  introduced  evidence  tending  to  prove,  that  he  steam-bofti  Co. 
was  employed  for  a  year,  at  two  hundred  and  forty  dollars ;  that  wiikios. 
immediately  upon  his  appointment,  he  received  the  keys  of  the 
boat  and  devoted  himself  to  the  arrangements  preparatory  to  the 
business  of  navigation ;  that  when  the  lake  opened,  hfi  began  his 
regular  trips  and  continued  them  through  the  season  of  navigation ; 
that  be  afterward  kept  the  keys  and  had  oversight  and  care  of  the 
boat  through  the  winter  of  1830  and  1831,  and  was  occupied  a. 
considerable  portion  of  said  time  in  settling  with  customers,  collect- 
ing in  dues  and  arranging  and  closing  the  concerns  of  said  busi- 
ness, and  that  his  successor  was  appointed  in  March,  1831,  to 
whom  he  then  delivered  the  keys  of  said  boat. 

It  appeared  that  the  journey  to  Portsmouth  was  made  in  Februa- 
ry, 1831  ;  that  it  was  upon  defendant's  own  business,  and  that  he 
was  absent  about  two  weeks ;  and  whether  the  journey  to  Mon- 
treal or  Burlington,  had  any  connexion  with  the  business  of  the 
plaiotifis,  did  not  distinctly  appear. 

The  court  charged  the  jury,  that  if  they  should  find  that  the 
defendant  was  employed  by  the  month  and  that  the  time  of  his 
actual  services  was  less  than  twelve  months,  they  should  return  a 
verdict  in  favor  of  the  plaintiffs,  for  such  part  of  the  $240,  as  the 
defendant's  actual  service,  at  the  rate  of  |20  a  month  did  not  cov- 
er, with  interest.  But  if  they  should  find  he  was  employed 
for  a  year,  at  an  agreed  salary  of  $240,  they  should  return  a  ver- 
dict for  defendant. 

Verdict  and  judgment  for  defendant,  and  to  the  charge  of  the 
court  ptainti&  excepted. 

Beardsley  and  Stevens  for  plaintiffs. 
Smalley  and  Adams  for  defendant. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 
Redfield^  J. — ^The  defendant  having  retained  his  full  year's 
pay,  the  plaintiffs  claim  to  recover  all  or  a  portion  of  the  sum  re- 
tained, in  consequence  of  the  defendant  not  having  performed  the 
contract  on  his  part. 

The  court  below  charged  the  jury,  that  the  plaintiffi  might  re- 
cover of  the  defendant,  for  so  much  money  as  he  had  retained 
above  his  monthly  stipend,  for  the  time  be  was  in  plaintiffi'  employ, 
provided  they  found  the  fact  that  the  hiring  was  by  the  month.—- 
But  they  are  instructed,   that  if  the  hiring  was  by  the  year,   at  a 
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^jj^^^'   stated  salary  of  $240,  and  defendant  had  retained  bis  full  salary 

ISIS.       and  been  absent  from  plaintiffi'  employ  any  portion  of  tbe  year, 

stMM-boat  CoistiU  the  plaintiffi  cannot   recover.    This  part  of  the  charge  we 

viTiSkiiit.  think  not  correct  in  the  general  terms  in  which  it  is  expressed  in 
the  bill  of  exceptions.  The  plaintiffi'  right  to  recover  depends, 
of  course,  upon  the  defendant's  right  to  retain  full  pay  for  a  year. 
The  defendant's  right  to  retain  foil  pay  does  not  depend  upon  tbe 
&ct,  whether  the  hiring  was  by  the  month  or  by  the  year.  In 
either  case,  if  the  full  term  of  one  year's  service  had  been  per- 
formed, tbe  plaintiff  could  not  recover;  and  if  the  full  term  of  one 
year  bad  not  been  performed,  the  plaintiffi  must  recover  either 
for  the  deficiency  or  the  entire  sum  retained,  for  an  abandonment 
of  tbe  contract  by  the  defendant. 

The  plaintifis  gave  testimony  tending  to  show  that  the  defendant 
was,  during  the  winter  season,  absent  from  their  employ  some 
three  months.     They  are,  of  course,  entitled  to  such  a  charge 

^  as  that  state  of  foots  would   require.     If  this  was  a  voluntary 

abandonment  of  the  contract  and  a  wilfol  desertion  of  plaintiffi' 
business,  the  defendant  would  not  be  entitled  to  any  compensa- 
tion for  bis  former  service  and  the  plaintifis  should  recover  tbe  en- 
tire sum  retained.  This  results  from  one  of  the  most  obvious  prin- 
ciples of  tbe  law  of  contracts.  In  all  contracts  for  service,  which 
are  entire,  full  performance,  on  the  part  of  the  undertaker,  is  a  con- 
dition precedent  to  any  claim  for  compensation,  and  nothing  short 
of  such  a  provision  in  the  contract,  either  express  or  implied,  will 
enable  him  to  recover  for  part  performance. — 1  Swift's  Dig.  682, 
eS»—Cuit€r  vs.  PoweUy  6.  T.  R.  321— Faa?on  vs.  Mansfield, 
S  Mass.  Rep.  147 — Jennings  vs.  Cfffnp,  13  Johns.  94. 

The  testimony  clearly  tended  to  show  such  an  abandonment  of 
the  contract  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  and  the  jury  should  have 
been  instructed  how  far  this  would  affect  the  verdict,  and  also  how 
the  defendant  might  obviate  tbe  effect  of  such  testimony.  He 
might  show  that  according  to  the  custom  of  the  country,  in  such 
contracts,  he  was  entitled  to  the  winter  months,  when  of  course, 
navigation  is  closed,  to  recreate  and  recmit.  We  know  of  no  such 
custom,  and  have  no  doubt  such  is  not  the  understanding  in  con- 
tracts of  this  class.  The  master  of  a  steam  boat  of  this  character 
and  class,  is  doubtless  expected  to  collect  the  dues  of  the  company 
and  superintend  the  necessary  repairs  of  the  boat  and  machinery, 
during  the  winter  season.  And  if  he  wilfully  neglects  to  perform 
bis  duty  here,  it  is  an  abandonment  of  the  contract,  as  much  as  if 
he  had  deserted  the  boat  in  the  seasou  of  navigation. 
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The  defendant  might  show  plaintiffi'  consent  to  bis  absence,  or    J^"a"'l>i'» 
what  is  most  rational  to  presume,  be  might  show  that  they  con-       TsSST* 
sented  to  bis  continuing  in  their  employ  after  bb  return  from  his  steam-boai  Co. 
temporary  absence  and  thus  avoid  the  forfeiture,  which  they  were      w»^in.. 
entitled  to  have  insisted  upon.    But  these  facts  should  have  been 
left  to  the  jury.     And  unless  the  defendant  could  satisfy  the  jury 
either  that   he  was  not  absent  firom  plaintiffi'  reasonable  and  ne- 
cessary employ,  or  that  they  consented  to  the  absence,  the  plaintiffi 
should  have  recovered  the  entire  sum  retained.     But  if  after  such 
abeence,  they  consented  to  waive  the  forfeiture,  then  plaintifis 
sboald  recover  all  monies  retained  by  defendant,  for  the  time  he 
was  absent,  unless  indeed  defendant  could  show,  that  by  the  terms 
of  his  contract  or  the  custom  of  the  country  in  relation  to  such 
ooDtrects,  be  was  entitled  to  such  absence,  without  affecting  his 
wages. 

For  this  error  in  the  charge  to  the  jury,  judgment  is  reversed 
and  a  new  trial  granted. 


State  vs,  Mazelda  Ketes. 

The  iwenih  article  of  amendmeBt  to  the  United  States  Constitution,  which  ^ 
prorides,  that  in  the  trial  of  capital  and  other  infamous  ofibnces,  the  accased 
shall  be  entitled  to  trial  upon  indictment,  has  reference  to  offences  cogniza. 
file  only  before  the  United  States  courts. 

The  persuading  a  witness  ziot  to  attend  a  public  prosecution  on  the  part  of  the 
state,  although  not  infamous,  is  an  indictable  offence,  even  where  such  wit. 
neas  had  not  been  regularly  served  with  a  subpoona,  but  was  known  to  be 
a  material  witness  and  to  be  relied  upon  by  the  public  prosecutor. 

The  Mttemjpi  to  commit  such  oflR>nce,  evidenced  by  distinct  and  unequiVboal  aet$j 
i»  indictable,  whether  it  succeed  or  not. 

So  the  soliciting  any  one  to  commit  such  offence  in,  it  seems,  itself  in- 
dictable. 

There  were  two  informations  against  the  same  respondent, 
charging  nearly  the  same  offence,  filed  in  the  court  below  by  the 
states  attorney  of  this  county.  The  first  count  in  the  first  informa- 
tion, charges  in  substance,  that  the  grand  jury  bad  prefered  a  bill 
of  indictment  against  one  Joshua  H.  -Howe,  which  was  pending 
and  tried  at  the  time  of  filing  the  information,  and  that  John  Keener 
was  a  material  witness  on  the  part  of  the  state  and  about  to  be 
sunmioned  to  attend  the  trial  as  a  witness,  and  that  the  respondent 
knowing  these  facts  and  that  Howe  was  about  to  be  arrested  and 
8 


PaAifSLiir, 

January. 

18SS. 
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'^3£wl^''    ^^^^  '^^  ^^^f  "^1^  endeavor  to  persuade  and  induce  the  said  John 

^^^        Keezer  to  abscond  and  refrain  from  appearing  before  the  court 

State        aforesaid  at  any  time  during  the  tenn»  to  testify  the  truth  and  give 

Keyes.      evidence  before  the  said  court  on  the  triid  aforesaid,  witli  intent  to 

obstruct  and  impede  the  due  coarse  of  justice." 

The  second  count  charges,  that  said  Howe  had  been  by  a  justice 
of  peac0^  on  due  process,  recognized  for  his  appearance  at  the 
county  court  in  this  county,  tar  trial  on  a  charge  of  felony  ;  that 
Keezer  was  a  material  witness  on  the  examination  before  the  jus- 
tice, and  had  there  been  improved  by  the  state  and  recognized  by 
the  Justice,  for  his  appearance  before  the  county  court  aforesaid,  to 
testify  in  the  case ;  that  these  recognizances  were  taken  and  made 
returnable  and  returned  to  the  April  term  of  the  court,  1834 ; 
that  at  the  September  term,  1834,  the  grand  jury  presented  a  bill 
against  Howe  for. the  offence  for  which  he  had  become  recognized, 
and  that  that  bill  of  indictment  was  pending  in  court  at  the  April 
%  term,  1835,  and  that  Keezer  was  a  material  witness  on  the  trial  : 
that  his  recognizance  was  in  full  force,  and  Howe  about  to  be  tried 
and  afterwards  tried ;  that  these  facts  being  well  known  to  Keyes, 
he  "endeavored  to  disuade,  hinder  and  prevent  the  said  Keezer 
from  attending  court,"  &c.,  as  set  forth  in  the  other  count. 

The  second  information  alleges  that  Howe  was  in  custody  and 
about  to  be  put  upon  his  trial  in  the  county  court  for  felony,  on  an 
indictment  duly  presented  by  the  grand  jury ;  that  Royce  K. 
Beeman  was  a  material  witness,  and  that  the  state  bad  caused  a 
subpoena  in  due  form  to  be  issued,  requiring  his  attendance  on  a 
certain  day  named  in  the  writ,  before  the  court  to  testify  on  the 
trial  of  the  indictment;  that  Keyes  knowing  the  premises  did 
"endeavor  to  disuade,  hinder  and  prevent,"  &c.,  as  in  the  other 
information,  he  also  knowing  that  this  subpoena  was  then  about  to 
be  served  upon  the  witness  Beaman.  The  second  count  does  not 
materially  vary  the  case. 

The  respondent  first  moved,  before  pleading  to  these  informa- 
tions, that  they  be  quashed  and  dismissed  for  want  of  any  authority 
in  the  state's  attorney  to  file  them.  Thb  motion  being  overruled, 
he  went  to  trial  on  the  general  issue,  and  after  verdict  of  guilty, 
moved  the  court  to  arrest  judgment  for  the  insufficiency  of  the  in- 
formation. This  motion  also  was  overruled  and  exceptions  were 
allowed,  and  both  questions  came  here  for  revision. 

Henry  Adamg,  staters  attorney, — There  is  no  uncertainty  in 
the  information  as  to  the  time  when  and  where  the  offence  was 
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committed,  or  in  the  description  of  the  person  oi  of  the  offence    ^^'"''' 
itself.     But  the  respondent  insists  that  there  is  no  crime  charged        isse.  * 
in  the   information.  staiT"" 

By  the  common  law  all  offences  below  the  degree  of  felony,  are      r^;,, 
denominated  roisdenoeanors,  and  were,  in  general,  punished  by  fine 
and  impfisonment,^nd  might  be  prosecuted  by   information  filed, 
ex  officio,  by  the  attorney  general. 

To  endeavor  to  dissuade  a  witness  from  giving  evidence,  or  to 
advise  a  prisoner  to  escape  or  stand  mute,  are  all  impediments  to 
the  due  course  of  justice,  and  are  by  the  common  law  considered 
as  high  misdemeanors.  The  mere  attempt  to  stifle  evidence  is  a 
crime,  though  the  attempt  should  not  succeed. — 4  B.  C.  126 — 
2  Chitty  C.  U  1 16,  236—6  East.  466—2  Strange  904. 

The  second  count  charges  the  respondent  with  attempting  to  pre- 
vent the  service  of  the  subpoena  of  the  court  upon  the  witness 
Beeman,  by  persuading  him  to  leave  the  state.  If  Beeman,  know- 
ing of  the  issuing  of  the  subpoena,  had  left  the  state  to  prevent  the 
service,  he  would  have'  been  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor,  as  any 
obtruction  to  the  execution  of  lawful  process,  is  a  crime.^-4  B. 
C.  129. 

The  witness,  Keezer,  was  bound  by  his  recognizance  to  appear 
at  court,  and  if  he  had  neglected  to  appear,  he  would  have  been 
guilty  of  a  contempt.  And  the  attempt  to  commit  a  crime  or  to 
solicit  another  to  commit  a  crime,  is  criminial. 

BCit  it  is  said,  that  by  the  constitution  of  the  United  States,  all 
infamous  crimes  must  be  prosecuted  by  indictment,  and  that  the 
crime  charged  against  the  respondent,  is  included  in  that  class  of 
c^nces  denominated  crimen  falsi. 

Article  7th  of  amendment  to  the  constitution,  relates  to  offen- 
ces against  the  laws  of  the  United  States  and  not  to  crimes  against 
the  laws  of  the  several  states.  Without  this  article  of  amendment, 
all  offences,  even  treason,  might  be  prosecuted  by  information,  as 
congress  had  the  power,  before  the  amendment,  to  prescribe  the 
manner  of  prosecuting  offences  against  the  laws  of  the  Union. 
This  article  was  evidently  intended  as  an  amendment  to  the  third 
article  of  the  constitution,  as  first  adopted. — See  sec.  2  and  3  of 
that  article.  And  the  8tb  article  of  amendment  points  out  the  disr 
trict  from  whence  the  jury  shall  be  taken  and  in  which  the  ofibnder 
shall  be  tried,  which  was  omitted  in  the  original  constitution.  But 
the  states  must  possess  the  power  of  prescribing  the  form  and 
mode  of  prosecuting  offences  against  their  own  lavFS,  unless  this 
power  is  expressly   prohibited  to  the  states  by  the  constitution  of 
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*jJli^"'  the  United  Slates,  which  is  not  pretended.— See  I2th  article  of 
'^^*  amendment.  And  it  is  believed  that  the  slates  have  always  exer- 
Stato       cised  this  power  since  the  revolution. 

KoytB.  But  it  is  denied  that  attempting  to  dissuade  a  witness  from  giving 

evidence.  Is  an  infamous  crime. 

By  the  common  law,  infamous  persons  were  not  allowed  to  tes- 
:fify,  and  the  reasons  assigned  were,  that  infamous  persons  were  not 
permitted  to  serve  as  jurors,  and  therefore  were  not  allowed  to 
give  evidence  to  inform  that  jury  with  whom  they  were  too  scanda- 
lous to  associate.  And  such  crimes  and  such  only  as  disqualified 
a  person  from  acting  as  a  juror,  were  deemed  infamous  by  the  com-, 
roon  law;  these  were  treason,  felony,  perjury,  conspiracy,  praemu- 
nire, forgery,  being  attainted  of  fiilse  verdict  and  proving  recreant 
in  the  trial  by  battle.— 3  B.  C.  363,  369,  370. 

Formerly  the  infamy  of  the  punbhment  and  not  the  nature 
of  the  crime,  was  the  test  of  competency. 

But  it  is  said  that  recently  the  English  courts  have  become 
more  enlightened  and  have  adopted  better  rules  upon  this  subject^ 
and  that  now  all  crimes  are  deemed  infamous  which  the  court 
shall  happen  to  decide  to  be  inconsistent  with  the  common  prioci* 
pies  of  honesty  or  humanity.  This  rule  is  as  uncertain  as  the 
views  and  feelings  of  mankind  concerning  the  principles  of  Ikxi- 
esty  are  various  and  changeable,  and  there  is  nothing  about  which 
mankind  have  differed  more  widely  in  all  ages.  One  court  might 
determine  that  profane  swearing  or  Sabbath  breaking  is  inconsis- 
tent with  the  principles  of  common  honesty ;  another  that  a  petty 
assault  was  inconsistent  with  the  common  principles  of  humanity. 
This  doctrine  may  be  consistent  with  the  principles  of  the 
English  oligarchy,  but  its  adoption  here  will  produce  much  incon- 
venience and  difficulty.  The  infamy  or  disability  should  always  be 
a  part  of  the  punishment  for  certain  crimes,  and  considered  in  this 
light,  it  would  seem  to  belong  to  the  legislature  to  decide  what 
crimes  should  be  considered  infamous. 

Smith  and  Beardsley  for  respondent. — 1.  We  insist  that  the 
state's  attorney  has  no  power,  ex  officio,  to  file  an  information  for 
the  offence  charged  in  the  present  case,  and  that  the  respondent 
cannot  be  held  to  trial  thereon. 

The  statute,  page  557,  in  enumerating  the  duties  of  a  state's 
attorney,  declares  that  for  all  matters  or  causes  cognizable  by 
the  supreme  or  county  court,  the  state's  attorney  shall  have  power 
<'to  file  information,  ex  officio,  in  said  court  in  matters  therefor." 
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We  concede  that,  by  the  common  law,  this  power  existed,  and    ^j^^^^* 
that  if  we  have  adopted  that  part  of  the  common  law  which  gives       >836. 
this  power,  it  may  with  propriety  be  exercised  here.  state 

By  the  act  passed  in  1797,  Comp.  stat.  57,  it  is  enacted,  '*that      j^^'o,. 
so  much  of  the  common  law  of  England  as  is  applicable  to  the 
local  situation  and  circumstances,  and  is  not  repugnant  to  the  con- 
stitution  or  to  any  act  of  the  legislature,  &c.,  be  and  hereby  is 
adopted  law  iti  this  state.'^ 

Now  if  this  common  law  power  is  repugnant  to  the  constitution* 
of  this  state  or  the  United  States,  it  has  never  been  adopted  here 
and  no  such  power  now  exists. 

By  the  7tb  article  of  the  constitution  of  the  United  States  it  is 
declared,  '^hat  no  person  shall  be  held  to  answer  for  a  capital  or 
otherwbe  infamous  offence,  unless  on  a  presentment  or  indictment 
of  a  grand  jury." 

By  the  6th  article  of  the  same  constitution,  it  is  declared  that 
this  constitution  and  the  laws  of  the  United  States,  which  shall  be 
made  in  pursuance  thereof,  bc<,  shall  be  the  supreme  law  of  the 
land,  and  the  judges .  in  every  state  shall  be  bound  thereby,  any 
thing  in  the  constitution  or  laws  of  any  state  to  the  contrary  not- 
withstanding." 

Whether  this  common  law  power  now  claimed  to  exist  in  this 
state,  is  repugnant  to  the  constitution  of  the  United  States,  de- 
pends aolely  upon  the  question,  whether  the  offence  charged  in  the 
indiotiaent  is  of  an  infamous  character,  and  whether  legal  infamy 
would  attach  upon  a  conviction. 

If  so^  it  is  the  very  case  for  which  the  constitution  has  declared 
that  no  person  shall  be  held  to  answer,  ^'unless  on  a  presentment 
or  indictment  of  a  grand  jury." 

Tbb  then  leads  to  the  only  remaining  consideration,  namely, 
whether  the  ofii^nce  charged  be  of  such  a  character  as  would,  up- 
<»  conviction,  render  the  respondent  legally  infamous.  [The 
counsel  here  cited  2  Stark.  Ev.  715^1  Chit.  Crim.  Law  489 — 
3  Stark.  R.  21— Phil.  Ev.  22. 

In  order  to  render  a  person  infamous  on  conviction  for  an  ofience 
it  is  not  necessary  that  he  should  be  subjected  to  an  infamous  and 
disgraceful  punishment. 

It  is  not  the  punishment  but  the  nature  of  the  offence  which 
works  the  infamy.— Willis'  R.  665— Phil.  20,23— 2  Stark.  714. 

We  apprehend,  in  all  convictions  in  this  state  for  crimes  or  mis- 
demeanors punishable  by  imprisonment  in  the  state  prison,  no 
doubt  can  exist  that  on  conviction,  infamy  attaches. 


Digitized  by  VjOOQ IC 


6i  CASES  m  THE  SUPREME  COURT 

^junnui^^,'        Now  if  it   is   ihc  nature  of  the  oSence  and  not  the  punishment 

^^^^-       wFiich  induces  infamy,  it  would  seem  to  result,   that  those  misde- 

8int.'        meanors  or  crimes  against  society  not  provided  for  by  statute   but 

Kvytfr       involving  equal  moral  turpitude  with  those  which  are  provided  for. 

by  statute,  and  are   made  punishable  by  imprisonment,  should  be 

regarded  as  equally  infamous. — 1  Blac.  R.  401 — iLeach  442 — 

2  Chit,  crim  law  910. 

2.  It  is  insisted  that  the  informations  are  insufficient.     1.   Be- 
•cause  they  do   not   recite  the  writ  of  subpoena.     Tbis  is  always 

done  as  appears  by  all  the  forms  and  is  necessary,  that  the  court 
may  know  whether  they  are  such  as  would  bind  the  witness  to  at- 
tend and  give  evidence. — 3  Chit.  Crim.  Law  116 — ^2  Swifts  Dig. 
724.  2.  It  does  not  a ppear  that  either  Beeman  or  Keeser  were 
served  with  any  subpoena,  or  that  they  were  under  any  obligation, 
in  obedience  to  any  process  of  the  court,  to  attend  as  witnesses, 
nor  that  they  had  any  notice  that  the  government  wanted  them  as 
witnesses  or  intended  to  summon  them.  How  then  could  the  due 
course  of  justice  be  obstructed  by  any  thing  which  the  respondent 
could  do. 

3.  Again^  the  ground  work  of  the  information  is,  that  the  de- 
fendant knew  that  the  witness  was  about  to  be  served  with  a  sub- 
poena, and  the  very  gist  of  the  offence  is  made  to  depend  upon 
this  knowledge. 

Now  how  can  it  be  said  that  the  respondent  knew  that  the  wit- 
nesses were  about  to  be  summoned.  It  is  utterly  impossible  that 
he  should  know  any  such  thing.  The  averment  of  the  fact  of 
knowledge  is,  therefore,  ridiculous  and  absurd,  wholly  destitute  of 
substantial  meaning. 

4.  The  informations  do  not  allege  that  the  respondent  suc- 
ceeded in  his  attempt  upon  the  witnesses. 

In  Commonwealth  vs.  Bangs ^  9  Mass.  Rep.  387,  it  was  held 
that,  an  indictment  for  administering  a  potion  with  intent  to  pro- 
cure an  abortion,  must  contain  an  allegation  that  an  abortion 
ensued. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 
Redfield,  J. — ^The  first  question,  in  this  case,  arises  upon  the 
decision  of  the  county  court  in  overruling  the  motion  to  quash. 
That  motion  was  made  upon  the  ground,  as  we  infer  from  the  ar- 
gument here,  that  this  respondent  being  charged  with  an  infamous 
crime,  was  entitled  to  insist  upon  a  trial  upon  indictment.  In  sup- 
port of  this  position  the  counsel  rely  mainly  upon  the  seventh  of 
the  articles  proposed  and  adopted  in  amendment  of  the  constitu- 
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cion  of  the  United  States,  wMcb  is  in  these  words :     ''No  person 
shall  be  held  to  answer  for  a  capital  or  otherwise  ivfamous  crime,  ^ 
unless  on  a  presentment  or  indictment  of  a  grand  jury,  except  in 
cases  arising  in  the  land  or  naval  forces,  or  in  the  militia,  when  in 
actual  service,  in  time  of  war  or  public  danger," 

As  these  amendments  were  professedly  proposed  and  adopted 
with  the  expectation  that  they  would  define,  limit  and  explain  the 
provisions  of  the  constitution,  as  originally  reported  by  the  conven- 
tion, it  is  but  reasonaU'?  that  the  amendments  should  be  construed 
with  a  reference  to  the  constitution.  There  can  be  no  doubt  this 
7tb  article  of  amendment  was  adopted  with  reference  to  the  3d 
article  and  2d  section  of  the  constitution.  This  section  provides 
Sx  a  natiCHial  judiciary,  but  no  where  requires  that  one  accused  of 
crime  shall  be  entitled  to  require  a  bill  of  indictment  to  be  found 
by  a  grand  jury,  before  submitting  to  trial  for  the  alleged  offence. 
The  only  limitation,  as  to  the  mode  of  trial,  found  in  the  constitu- 
tion, is,  that  the  accused  shall  be  entitled  to  trial  by  jury,  (tra- 
verse jury  of  course)  and  that  the  trial  shall  be  had  within  the 
state  where  the  offence  was  committed,  if  committed  within  the 
limiCs  of  any  state,  and  if  not,  tlien  at  such  place  as  congress  may 
by  taw  have  directed. 

This  7th  article  of  amendment  provides,  that  in  all  capital  or 
otherwise  infamous  crimes,  the  accused  shall  be  entitled  to  the 
farther  safe  guard  of  liberty  or  life  or  character,  aflbrded  by  a 
grand  jury.  The  8th  article  of  these  amendments  states  further 
limits,  *  and  restricts  the  mode  of  trial  for  crimes,  byproviding  that 
the  trial  shall  always  be  by  a  jury  of  the  district  where  the 
o^nce  is  committed,  which  district  shall  have  been  previously 
defined  by  law.  It  could  not  well  be  doubted,  that  the  provisions 
in  the  constitution,  as  first  reported  and  the  amendments,  all  have 
reference  solely  to  trials  in  the  courts  of  the  United  States.  The 
phraseology  clearly  indicates  this.  In  the  first  provision,  trial  by 
im))eachment  is  excepted  from  the  cases  required  to  be  tried  by 
jury.  This  most  clearly  points  to  those  trials  which  the  consti- 
tuUon  provides  shall  be  had  before  the  senate,  on  tlie  motion  and 
inibrmation  of  the  house  of  representatives.  In  the  article  of 
amendment  alluded  to  and  which  is  relied  upon  in  this  case,  of- 
fences committed  in  the  land  and  naval  service  are  excepted. 
The  phraseology  adopted  in  both  cases,  clearly  indicates,  that  the 
provision  has  reference  only  to  proceedings  in  the  tribunals  of  the 
United  States.  The  same  reasoning  and  conclusion  has  been 
adopted  by  this  court  in  reference  to  that  article  of  amendment  of 
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^j^My'*    ^^®  United  States  coostitutioD  which  provides  for  trial  by  jury  ia 
'^^'        civil  actions — Huntington  vs.  Spooner^s  trustee,  5  Vt.  Rep.  189. 
stato       And  we  see  no  good  reason  why  the  same  decision  should  not  be 
Key<»8.      now   adhered  to.     The  language  of  the   12th  article  of  amend- 
ment thoroughly  fortifies  this  construction.     It  provides  that  pow- 
ers not  delegated  to  the  United  States  shall  belong  to  and  be  ex- 
ercised by  the  states.     And  although  it  be  true  that  some  of  the 
provisions  of  the  constitution  of  the  United  States  are  intended  to 
be  applied  as  well  to  the  states  as  to  the  United  States,  such  is  not 
the  fact  in  regard  to  its  principal  provisions.     And  we  cannot  pre- 
sume that,  but  the  contrary,  to  be  the  case,  when  the  language  of 
the  instrument  is  general  or  equivocal. 

It  might  be  added  as  a  further  reason  why  we  should  not  be  in- 
clined to  adopt  the  view  presented  by  respondent's  counsel,  and 
consider  this  article  of  the  United  States  constitution  as  extending 
to  trials  in  the  state  courts,  that  the  contemporaneous  construction 
and  subsequent  practice  has,  in  reference  to  this  subject,  been 
wholly  at  variance  with  any  such  determinatioi^.  Petty  larceny, 
which  is  now  very  generally  admitted  to  be  an  infamous  offence,  is 
in  all  our  cities  tried  before  the  police  courts,  where  it  is  well  known 
no  grand  jury  attend.  The  same  is  true  of  trials  for  petit  larceny 
in  this  Slate  and  many  of  the  other  states,  before  single  magistrates. 
And  it  has  never  been  doubted  that  these  convictions,  upon  infor- 
mation, were  regular  and  valid.  This  consideration  alone  is  enti- 
tled to  great  weight,  as  has  been  repeatedly  held,  both  by  the 
state  and  United  States  courts. 

But  even  if  we  could  adopt  this  view  of  the  case,  we  are  not 
prepared  to  say  that  the  offence  attempted  to  be  charged  in  this 
information,  is  in  it  character  infamous.  The  old  notion  that  infa- 
my depended  upon  the  nature  of  the  punishment,  is  long  since 
abandoned.  But  we  get  nothing  in  its  stead,  which  is,  on  the 
whole,  much  more  satisfactory.  We  find  the  books  filled  with 
general  definitions  in  abstract  terms,  which  no  man  can  pretend 
clearly  to  comprehend.  Treason  and  felony,  as  at  common  law, 
are  terjns  sufficiently  intelligible,  but  the  term  crimen  falsi  is  one 
of  most  indefinite  extension,  and  when  Russell  extends  it  to  every 
faUehoody  which  affects  the  public  administration  of  justice,  it  is 
certainly  leaving  so  important  a  consequence  to  depend  upon  a 
very  loose  and  unsatisfactory  condition.  Legal  infamy,  as  a  part 
of  the  punishment  of  crime,  is  by  far  the  severest  portion  of  the 
punishment,  in  most  cases  of  conviction  of  an  infamous  offence. 
It  is  important  then,  that  the  number  of  infamous  crimes^  whk^h 
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OD  coDvictioD  shall  induce  legal  infamy^  should  not  be  multiplied    ^jj^^"*' 
by  eonstmclian.    Those  which  are  held  to  be  iniiimous,  as  trea-       *^^- 
SOD,  felony,  forgery,  and  perjury  and  bribery,  should  be  clearly       8t«t» 
defined  and  well  known.     Some  of  the  English  decisions  of  late      Keyw. 
seem  to  have  gone  great  lengths.    The  case  of  BwKtU  vs.  JBor- 
Tttt^  21  Com.  Law  Rep.  483,  expressly  decides,  that  inducing 
one  to  absent  himself  from  attending  as  a  witness,  in  a  question 
depending  before  justices  in  relation  to  offences  against  the  revenue 
laws,  was  an  in&mous  offence.    This  is  put  upon  the  groucdot  its 
being  an   offence  tending  to  hinder  the  due  course  of  public  jus* 
tice.     An  attempt  even  to  induce  a  witness  by  threats  or  promises 
or  any  other  means  to  disregard  his  obligation  to  attend  as  a  wit- 
ness upon  the  trial  of  a  public  prosecution,  when  the  security  of 
the  public  quiet  and  the  purity  of  the  fountains  of  public  justice 
may  be  hazarded,  is  undoubtedly   a  high-handed  offence,  and  as 
such  should  be  severely  punished.     But  when  it  is  recollected, 
that  in  the  heat  of  zeal  to  save  a  friend,  whom  they  may  believe 
to  be  more  innocent  than  the  testimony  would  seem  to  admits  men 
will  sometimes  be  induced  to  go  great  lengths,  and  sometimes 
vrithout  much  consideration,  it  is  not  perhaps  best,  that  every  at- 
tempi  to' induce  a  witness,  under  such  circumstances,  to  avoid  being 
compelled  to  attend  even  a  public  trial  for  felony,  should  be  de- 
dared  infamous.     The  decisions  here  have  never  as  yet  gone  sa 
&r,  and  we  should  certainly  hesiute  in  following  the  recent  Eng- 
lish authorities. 

Upon  both  grounds  then,  we  think  the  motion  to  quash  should 
have  been  overruled.  * 

But  the  respondent  farther  moved  the  court  in  arrest  of  judg- 
ment for  the  insufficiency  of  the  information.  It  is  said,  there 
having  been  no  subpoena  served  upon  the  person,  he  cannot  be 
considered  in  the  light  of  a  witness.  But  it  will  be  difficult  to 
say,  just  when  the  peison  will  become  so  far  a  witness  that  it  will 
be  an  offence  to  hinder  him  from  giving  his  attendance  upon  the 
court.  The  essence  of  the  oSence  is  obstructing  the  due  course 
of  justice.  Thb  has  always  been  held  indictable,  as  a  misdemean- 
or, at  common  law.  Whether  the  witness  had  been  served  with 
a  subpoena  or  not,  cannot  be  esteemed  very  material.  The  effect 
of  the  act  and  intent  of  the  offender  is  the  same,  whether  the  wit- 
ness has  been  or  is  about  to  be  served  with  a  subpoena,  or  is  abo4t 
to  attend  in  obedience  to  a  voluntary  promise.  Any  attempt,  in 
eitbftf  case,  to  hinder  his  attendance,  is  equally  criminal  and  equal- 
ly merits   punishment.     But  in  the  case  of  the  second  count. 
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^JmwSy!'  ^^^^  question  does  not  properly  arise.  It  is  there  alleged  that  the 
^^^  witness  had  been  recognized  for  his  appearance  at  a  former  term 
8tai«  as  a  witness  in  this  case.  It  has  been  decided  by  the  court,  that 
K9J99,  such  a  recognizance,  though  not  so  expressed,  imposes  upon  the 
connusee,  whether  respondent  or  witness,  the  obligation  to  attend 
from  term  to  term,  until  the  case  is  determined.  It  is  said  at  bar, 
that  the  bonds  '  of  Howe  had  been  estreated,  and  thus  Keezer 
exhonorated  from  the  obligation  of  his  recogpizance.  This  ques- 
tion cannot  arise  on  a  motion  in  arrest,  or  if  it  could,  the  indictment 
being  good,  the  motion  in  arrest  cannot  prevail.  For  in  criminal 
proceedings  on  motion  in  arrest,  if  one  count  in  the  bill  or  infor- 
mation be  good,  it  is  sufficient,  although  the  contrary  rule  prevails 
in  civil  suits.  And  in  any  view  of  the  case,  the  offence  was  com- 
plete. The  witness  having  once  been  improved  before  the  justice 
And  recognized  for  bis  appearance  to  testify  on  the  final  trial,  can- 
not be  presumed  to  be  in  doubt,  whether  his  testimony  would  be 
required  on  the  final  trial.  Knowing  this,  it  would  be  equally 
criminal  in  him  corruptly  to  absent  himself  from  the  state  or  keep 
secreted,  or  in  any  other  way  avoid  being  summoned  as  a  witness, 
whether  his  recognizance  was  or  was  not  still  in  force.  The  ques- 
tion here  is  not  whether  the  witness  has  been  guilty  of  a  contempt  in. 
disobeying  the  process  of  the  court,  but  whether  there  has  been  a 
corrupt  attempt  to  obstruct  the  due  course  of  public  justice  by 
*^$piriting^^  away  or  preventing  the  attendance  of  a  witness. 
If  the  person  induced  to  absent  himself,  knew  of  his  being  a  wit- 
ness and  was  induced  to  absent  himself,  the  offence  was  complete 
in  him.  If  the  respondent  knew  of  his  being  a  witness  and  about 
to  be  compelled  in  due  course  of  law  to  attend  the  trial,  and  en- 
deavored to  dissuade  and  hinder  him  therefrom,  in  the  language  of 
the  indictment,  his  offence  is  complete.  In  this  case,  knowledge 
is  carried  home  to  both.  It  will  not  do,  for  a  moment,  to  admit 
that  the  respondent  might  anticipate  the  officers  of  justice,  and 
secrete,  bribe  or  intimidate  the  state  witnesses  from  attending  the 
»  trial  of  public  prosecutions,  and  not  be  liable  for  any  act  done,  un- 

til a  subpoena  had  been  legally  served  upon  the  witness.  This 
view  will  leave  untouched  the  most  corrupting  field  for  offences  of 
this  character.  )t  is  further  argued  that  the  information  is  insuffi- 
cient, because  it  contains  no  allegation  that  the  offence  was  con- 
summated, but  only  an  attempt  to  hinder  the  witness  from  attend- 
ing the  trial.  This  question  was  formerly  much  discussad  in 
Westminster  Hall,. but  is  now  well  settled. 
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The  case  above  cited  from  C.  L.  R.  {BusheU  vs.  Barrett)    **5i^^» 
shows  that  a  oonspiracy  to  bribe  a  witoess,  to  induce  him  not  to       ^^^' 
give  his  attendance  upon  court,  is  held  not  only  a  high  misdemean-       sut* 
or,  bat  an  infamous  offence.     And  the  doing  of  any  act  tending  to      k^;^ 
obstruct  the  due  course  of  public  justice,  has  always  been  held 
indictable  as  a  misderaeaaor  at  common  law.    Bribing,  inUmidat- 
ing  or  persuading  a  witness  not  to  testify,  ox  not  to  attend  court,    I 
aie  each  among  the  readiest  and  the  most  corrupting  of  this  class   ' 
of  misdemeanors.    The  mere  intent  to  commit  a  misdemeanor,  or 
even  a  felony,  until  evidenced  by  some  actj  is  not  indictable,  for  a 
very  sufficient  reason,  that  human  tribunals  cannot  take  any  just 
cognizance  of  human  thoughts  or  intentions,  except  so  far  as  they 
are  expressed  in  their  actions ;  and  except  in  times  of  flagrant  mis- 
rale  and  tyranny,  this  has  never  been  attempted.    But  it  is  well 
settled  at  common  law,  that  an  attempt  or  endeavor  to  commit  a 
fdony  or  misdemeanor,  is  punishable  itself,  as  a  substantive  misde- 
meanor.    An  attempt  to  bribe  the  first  Lord  of  the  treasury,  to 
procure  the  reversion  of  the  office  of  clerk  of  the  supreme  court 
of  Jamaica,  was  in  Lord  Mansfield's  time  held  clearly  indictable. 
— Box  vs.  Vaughn^  4  Burr  2494    See  also  Plympton's  cases^  28, 
Ray.  1377,  and  1  Russell  on  Crimes  45,  46.    It  is  equally  well 
setded,  that  an  endeavor  to  induce  another  to  commit  a  felony  or 
misdemeanor,  is  indictable  as  a  common  law  offence. — Rex  vs. 
PhUipSy  6  East.  464. 

The  soliciting  another  to*  embezzle  his  master's  iponey,  was 
held  clearly  indictable. — Rex  vs.  HigginSy  2  East.  5— See  also 
the  cases  there  cited.  In  reason,  a  criminal  intent  and  an  act  in 
furtherance  of  the  intent,  whether  success  follow  or  not,  is  deserv- 
ing of  the  same  degree  of  punishment,  aknost  as  if  the  principal 
offence  had  been  consummated.  Assaults  with  intent  to  murder 
or  to  commit  rape,  are  by  statute  punished  with  great  severity,  as 
substantive  ofifences.  And  we  feel  no  hesitatioil  in  saying,  that 
the  attempt  to  commit  an  offence  or  the  soliciting  another  to  comr 
mit  ao  offience,  should  (with  few  exceptions  not  necessary  to  be 
enumerated  here,  resting  upon  peculiar  grounds)  be  held  indictable, 
as  misdemeanors  at  common  law.  This  disposes  of  all  the  objec- 
tions urged  against  the  indictment. 

The  respondent  not  being  in  court  to  receive  sentence,  the 
bonds,  on  motion  of  the  state's  attorney,  estreated. 
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'i/iiiSjr*  Fairfield  vs.  Thomas  Hall. 

[6S6.  * 

A  deputy  shenff  cannot  ferve  a  writ  in  favor  of  a  town  of  which  ho  is  a  rated 

inhabitant. 

This  was  an  action  of  ejectment  brought  to  the  county  court| 
where  the  defendant  pleaded  in  abatement,  for  that  the  writ  was 
served  by  J.  Bradley,  deputy  sheriff,  who  was  a  rated  Inhabitant 
of  the  town  of  Fairfield.  To  which  the  plaintiff  demurred.  The 
county  court  rendered  judgment  that  the  writ  abate,  to  which  the 
plaintiff  excepted,  and  the  cause  passed  to  this  court  for  re- 
vision. 

SinaUey  and  Adams  for  plaintiff. — ^The  office  of  sheriff  is  one 
and  indivisible,  and  though  he  may  act  by  deputy,  yet  the  acts  of 
the  deputy  are,  in  contemplation  of  law,  the  acts  of  the  sheriff. — 
Walson  on  Office  of  Sheriff  23,  24— L.  L.  No.  20,  23,  24. 

This  principle  was  recognized  in  this  court,  in  the  case  of 
Holmes  vs.  Essex^  6  Vt.  Rep«  47,  in  which  the  court  decided 
that  the  deputy  could  not  serve  a  writ  on  the  town  in  which  the 
sheriff  was  a  rated  inhabitant. 

Thb  case  must  have  proceeded  upon  the  principle,  that  the 
serme  of  the  writ  by  the  deputy,  was  the  act  of  the  sheriff. 

In  the  case  before  the  court,  it  is  not  pretended  that  the  sheriff 
was  an  inhabitant  of  Fairfield,  but  that  the  deputy  who  served  the 
writ,  was. 

If  he  WHS  so,  this  cannot  effect  the  service,  if  it  is  to  be  deem- 
ed the  act  of  the  sheriff.  It  cannot,  in  contemplatioo  of  law,  be 
deemed  the  act  of  both  sheriff  and  deputy,  and  if  not  this  plea 
cannot  be  sustained  without  overturning  the  case  of  Hobnet  vs. 

A.  and  A.  O.  Aldisfor  defendant. — ^The  plea  of  abatement 
«  was  sufficient. 

1.  The  deputy  sheriff  was  interested,  being  a  rated  inhabitant 
of  Fairfield,  and  being  interested,  he  could  not  serve  the  writ. 
The  statute  expressly  prohibits  sberiffi  and  constables  bom  serving 
writs  when  interested^  and  the  deputy  sheriffi  can  have  no  greater 
power  than  the  sheriff.— 2  Stat.  p.  64—6  Vt.  Rep.  47,  Holmes 
vs.  Essex* 

8.  The  general  term  'Sheriff,"  by  iiiir  construction,  includes 
tbe  depu^  sheriff,  when  the  latter  is  not  named. 

3.  The  reason  of  the  law  which  prohilNts  sberiffi,  when  inter- 
ested, from  servbg  writs,  applies  equally  to  deputy  sherifls. 
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4.  The  decision  asked  for  by  the  plaintiff  would  establish  prin- 
ciples incoDsbteot  with  the  establ'isbed  rules  of  law.  For  in-^ 
stance ;  if  the  sheriff  be  a  party,  the  deputy  sheriff  being  his 
agenif  cannot  serve  the  writ ;  but  when  the  agent  becomes  the 
principal,  and  instead  of  an  indirect,  has  a  direct  interest,  then  he 
may  act,  would  be  the  language  of  this  new  principle. 

5.  Independent  of  our  statute,  by  common  law,  the  sheriff, 
<*in  case  of  partiality,"  was  prohibited  from  serving  writs. — ^Bac. 
Abr.  M.  1  "Sheriff,"  p.  450— Cro.  Car.  416,l>one  vs.  Smither 
— ]  Wm.  Bla.  506—1  Bla.  Comm.  349  or  266.  The  same  de- 
cisions have  been  made  in  Massachusetts. — 11  Mass.  Rep.  181, 
Gage  vs.  Oraffman — 14  Mass.  Rep.  216,  Bretoer  vs.  New 
Olouceiier. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 
CoiXAXEB,  J. — It  was  decided  in  the  case  of  Wetton  vs.  CotiZ- 
sron,  (Wm.  Bla.)  that  a  sheriff  could  not  serve  a  latitat  in  any 
case  in  which  he  was  so  far  interested  that  he  could  not  empannel 
a  jury.  It  is  obvious,  from  our  whde  statutes,  that  it  was  clearly 
intended  that  all  writs  should  be  served  by  indifferent,  that  is,  du* 
interesied  penom.  Where  the  sheriff  is  intereited,  the  writ  is  to 
be  directed  to  the  bailiff,  and  where  a  deputation  is  permitted,  it  is 
required  to  be  that  of  an  indifferent  person.  The  only  remaining 
question  is,  was  the  officer,  who  served  this  writ,  int€re$ted  1  In 
the  case  of  Hohnti  vs.  Etsex,  it  was  bolden,  and  we  think  cor- 
rectly, chat  every  rated  inhabitant  of  a  town  is  interested  in  the 
event  of  the  suits  to  which  such  town  is  a  party,  and  that  the 
sheriff  cannot,  by  himself  or  deputy,  serve  a  writ  in  a  suit  to  which 
his  town  is  a  party.  If  the  sheriff  cannot  serve  a  writ  to  which 
hii  town  is  a  party,  eleariy  his  deputy  cannot  do  more  than  the 
sheriff  himself^  and  therefore  cannot  serve  at  the  suit  of  his  town. 
Writs  must  be  served  by  disinterested  officers,  and  to  consider 
this  service  as  the  act  of  the  sheriff  only,  and  thus  loose  sight  of 
the  deputy,  would  involve  the  absurdity  of  permitting  a  deputy 
sheriff  to  serve  writs  in  his  own  favor,  or  upon  himself,  by  calling 
such  service  the  act  of  the  sheriff. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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^jm^^,'  LucT  GArPBRT  VS.  Alvin  Austin. 


18S«. 


*  A  married  woman  cannot  auctain  a  prosecution  under  the  ttaiuta  relating  t« 
"bastards  and  bastardy,**  for  the  purpose  of  compelling  the  fpither  of  a  child, 
begotten  and  bom  daring  the  coverture,  to  contribute  to  its  support,  eyen 
by  showing  total  want  of  aceess  of  the  husband  of  such  womaa. 
Such  case  is  one  not  provided  for  by  the  statute. 

This  is  a  prosecution  under  the  statute  '^relating  to  bastards  and 
bastardy."  The  defendant  moved  to  quash  the  proceedings  oq 
the  ground  that  the  complainant  was  a  married  woman,  botb  at 
the  time  of  the  conception  and  of  exhibiting  her  complaint.  The 
plaintiff  replied  ''want  of  access"  of  the  husband,  to  which  there 
was  a.  general  demurrer  and  joinder,  and  the  court  below  quashed 
the  proceedings. 

Mr.  Stevens  for  defendant. — ^The  defendant  contends  that  the 
statute,  upon  which  this  prosecution  is  founded,  does  not  authorize 
a  justice  of  the  peace  to  issue  a  warrant  on  the  complaint  of  a 
married  woman. — Statute  866. 

A  married  woman  cannot  maintain  any  suit  or  prosecution  with- 
out joining  her  husband. — i  Wils.  3,  Roberts  vs.  Pierson — 2 
Black.  1079,  Hatchett  vs. . 

A  married  woman  cannot  be  allowed  to  bastardize  her  issue.-^ 
Cowper  592.— 1  Mass.  Stat.  299- 

Mr.  Smith  for  plaintiff . — 1.  The  section  of  our  statute  under 
which  this  prosecution  was  commenced,  is  an  exact  transcript  of 
the  statute  of  6th  George  2d,  Chapter  81,  which  provides,  ''that 
if  any  single  woman  shall  be  delivered,"  be. — 1  Ba.  Abr.  319 
and  20,  title  Bastardy. 

In  the  King  vs.  Luffe^  8th  East.  Rep.  204,  the  court  say,  that 
when  a  child  is  bom  out  of  lawful  matrimony — that  is,  out  of  the 
limits  and  rights  belonging  to  that  state — it  is  the  same  in  substance 
as  the  question  whether  it  be  a  bastard,  and  that  a  child  born  by 
adulterous  interourse,  is  as  much  within  the  provisions  of  the  act 
of  Geo.  2d,  a^  one  which  is  bom  of  a  single  woman.  The  cases 
of  the  King  vs.  Reading  and  the  King  vs.  Bedale,  were  botb  af- 
ter the  statute  of  Geo.  2d,  and  yet  no  objection.  It  is  a  conse- 
quence which  follows  of  course  from  establishing  the  bastardy  of 
the  child,  that  it  was  bora  out  of  lawful  matrimony,  in  the  proper 
sense  of  those  words  as  applied  to  the  subject  matter. 

In  Pennsylvania  it  has  been  decided,  that  when  the  husband 
has  access  to  the  wife,  no  evidence  short  of  absolute  impotence  of 
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the  husband y  is  sufficient  to  convict  a  third  person  of  hastardy  with    ^J^J^'* 
the  wife. — Commonwealth  vs;  Shepard^  6  Binney  283.     Refer^       ^^^- 
ed  to  in  2d  Starkie  219,  in  note.       ^  Lucy  Gafiery 

2.  It  is  contended,  that  the  proceeding  in  case  of  bastardy,  un-  Aivin  Austin. 
der  our  statute,  so  far  partakes  of  the  nature  of  a  criminal  pro- 
ceeding, that  the  complainant  being  a  feme  covert^  forms  no  objec- 
tion to  a  proceeding  in  her  name.  The  statute  requires  the  com- 
plaint to  be  in  writing  and  on  oath  by  the  mother  of  the  child,  and 
from  the  nature  of  the  facts  required  to  be  stated  in  the  complaint, 
no  other  person  but  the  mother  could  make  the  complaint. 

In  North  Carolina  it  has  been  decided,  that  a  married  woman 
may  make  the  oath  required  by  statute,- accusing  a  man  of  being 
the  lather  of  a  bastard  child,  begotten  before  her  marriage. —  fVU- 
kit  vs.  West,  1  Murphy  319.  Refered  to  note  in  2d  of  Starkie^ 
220. 

Again :  The  proceeding  is  not  designed  to  secure  a  compensa- 
jon  to  the  mother,  but  simply  to  compel  the  father  to  aid  in  the 
support  of  the  child.  This  is  apparent  fix)m  the  fact,  that  the 
overseers  of  the  poor  of  any  town,  which  is  charged  or  likely  to 
be  charged  with  the  support  of  the  child,  may  either  commence  a 
prosecution  already  commenced  by  the  mother. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

Rbdfield,  J. — ^The  only  question  decided  is,  whether  a  mar-  • 
lied  woman  can  sustain  a  prosecution  under  our  statute  relating  to 
bastards  and  bastardy,  for  the  purpose  of  affiliating  a  child  conceiv- 
ed and  bom  during  coverture,  by  proving  total  want  of  access  of 
the  husband. 

No  doubt  such  offipring  is  illegitimate  and  bastard.  It  is  well 
settled  at  common  law,  that  the  issue  may  be  bastardized,  although 
bom  during  coverture,  by  showing  want  of  access,  immaturity  or 
imbecility  of  the  husband,  or  any  other  cause  which  renders  it 
impossible  he  should  have  been  the  father  of  the  child ;  but  want 
of  access  cannot  be  proved  by  the  wife. — J^ng  vs.  Inhabitants  of 
iZen,  I  East.  132 — King  vs.  Reading  and  King  vs.  Bedale^  ci- 
ted 4  Petersdorff  180— Tfeoinwn  vs.  Savl,  4  T.  R.  356— ft^'a?  vs. 

huffe,  8  East.  199 — Dor  ex,  dem.  of  Lomox  vs. et  ah 

2  Sttange  940— See  also  4  Petersdorff  175-6-7. 

The  cases  above  cited  show  too,  that  a  prosecution  under  the 
Ekiglish  statutes  upon  this  subject,  may  be  sustained  on  the  com- 
plaint of  a  married  woman.  But  the  prosecution  there  is  always 
in  the  name  of  the  King  and  for  the  benefit  of  the  parish  likely  to 
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^jJm!^'*    become  chargeable,  and  in  no  event  can  the  mother  ever  derive 

^^^'       any  advantage  from  it.     If  the  person  accused  gives  sufficient  se- 

Lucy  GafiWy  curity  to  indemnify  the  parish,  the  prosecution  ceases.     And  al- 

Aivin^ttsUn.  though  the  English  statute  of  6  Oeo.  2d  contains   a  provbion  in 

terms  similar  to  our  own,  that  tlie  proceedings  shall  be  upon  the 

complaint  of  a  "single  woman,"  yet,  as  that  statute  was  passed  ia 

aid  of  the  18th  of  Elizabeth,  upon  thp  same  subject,  they  have 

received  the  same  construction. 

During  the  reign  of  Elizabeth,  incontinence  seems  to  have  re- 
ceived very  just  reprobation,  and  to  have  been  viewed  with  more 
than  usual  horror.  The  very  title  of  the  statute  of  the  1 8th  of 
Elizabeth  would  seem  to  indicate  this :  "An  act  concerning  bas- 
tards begotten  and  born  out  of  lawful  matrimony,  an  oflfence 
against  God's  law  and  man's  law."  From  a  view  of  both  statutes, 
the  English  courts  say,  that  a  married  woman  who  becomes  the 
mother  of  a  bastard  child,  is  quasi  a  "single"  woman,  at  least  qo€ul 
hoc;  and  that  every  child  begotten  in  violation  of  the  just 
obligations  of  the  nuptial  rights,  is  "begotten"  and  "bom"  "out 
of  lawful  matrimony."  This  is  most  evidently  a  forced  and  un- 
natural construction,  and  resorted  to  for  no  better  reason  than  to  . 
cover  a  casus  omissus  in  the  statute.  And  such  a  construction  is 
surely  quite  allowable  with  reference  to  both  statutes,  and  when 
the  nature  and  object  of  the  prosecution  in  Britain  is  considered. 

Bat  here  the  prosecution,  although  in  form  criminal,  is  in  fiict  a 
civil  remedy  in  favor  of  the  mother,  to  compel  the  father  to  con- 
tribute to  the  maintenance  of  the  child.  As  such  the  process  is 
amendable  and  must  be  presented  by  guardian  or  prochsn  ami. 
If  the  plaintiff  is  an  infant,  bonds  for  cost  are  required  and  the 
proceedings  are  held  in  all  respects  to  be  in  tlieir  nature  civil.— ^ 
This  being  the  case,  it  is  enough  for  us  to  enquire  whether  the 
statute  gives  any  such  remedy  in  the  case  of  a  married  woman. 
For  we  cannot  provide  remedies  which  the  law  has  not.  And  the 
terms  of  our  statute  upon  this  subject,  are  very  explicit :  "When 
any  single  woman  shall  be  delivered  of  a  bastard  child."  The 
term  "single  woman"  is  here  most  evidently  used  in  contrast  with 
and  a  direct  antithesis  of  "married  woman."  How,  then,  can  this 
court  say  the  terms  are  synonymous,  or  that  the  former  includes 
the  latter  ?  This  would  be  doing  violence  to  every  principle  of 
sonud  construction,  and  must  assuredly  outrage  and  defeat  the  in- 
tention of  the  legislature,  as  expressed  in  the  unequivocal  terms  of 
this  statute.  We  might  almost  as  well  decide  that  the  term  "sin^- 
gle"  was  used  to  distinguish  one  from  many,  (as   it  sometimes  is 
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indeed   as  that  it  signified  married.     Argument  or  illustration  of   f'^^^^^"^ 
a  proposition^  so  palpable  to  sensd  anc)  so  obvious  to  perception^  is        isaa.* 
labor  lost.    The  terms  of  the  statute^  measured  with  reference  to  LacyQ«fib^ 
the  subject  matter,  is  the  only  sure  basb  of  construction.     Beyond  AiviiTAwiin. 
this  all  is  limitless  conjecture  and  judicial  legislation. 
Tbe  judgment  of  the  county  court  is  affirmed. 


Heman  Fassbtt  vs.  Abi  Vincent.  Prawki  i». 

•   JiMuaryf 


1F36 


The  defondant,  in  an  action  on  book,  may  prove  by  his  own  oath,  that  he  has  . 
doliTerod  up  totho  plainti^,  in  pursuance  of  an  agreement  between  them,  a 
note  which  lie  held  against  the  plaintiff  and  another,  in  payment  of  the 
plaintiff^s  account. 

This  was  an  action  on  book  account,  commenced  before  Vi  mag- 
istrate and  carried  by  appeal  to  the  county  court;  by'  whom  it  was 
referred  to  an  auditor.  At  the  trial  before  the  auditor,  the  defend- 
ant exhibited  a  charge  on  bock  against  the  plaintiff,  of  |||10  04, 
being  tbe  balance  due  on  a  note  signed  by  the  plaintiff  and  one 
Carr.  The  defendant  offered  his  own  oath  to  prove  an  agree- 
ment between  himself  and  the  plaintiff,  that  the  note  in  question 
should  be  applied  upon  the  plaintiff's  account,  and  also  to  proire 
that  be  bad  defivered  said  n&te  to  the  phintiff  for  the  purpose  of 
being  so'applied.  But  *the  auditor  decided  that  the  note  in  ques- 
tion was  not  a  proper  subject  of  book  account,  and  that  defeodatn's 
oath  could  not  be  admitted  in  support  of  it. 

The  county  court  sustained  the  decision  of  the  auditor,  where- 
upon the  defendant  excepted. 

^fllr.  J.  J.  Btardsley  for  plaintiff , 
.  Mr.  Stevens  for  dejendant. 

Tbe  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 
Williams,  Ch.  J. — ^Tbe  defendant  should  have  been  admitted 
to  prove  by  his  own  oath,  that  tbe  note  specified  was  lo  be  appfied 
in  payment  of  tbe  plaintiff's  account,  and  that  he  had  delivered  it 
'  to€  that  purpose  to  the  phintSff.    Tbe  auditor  Was '  plt>bebly  cor- 
rect in  his  opinion  that  a  note  is  not  <'a  proper  subject  of  book 
account,"  but  erred  in  his  application  of  tbaC  principle  to  the  case 
in  controversy.    If  the  articles,  delivered  by  tbe  plaintiff  to  the 
defendant,  had  been  deHvered  and  received  in  paymient  of  a  note, 
10 
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no  action  on  book  could  be  sustained  for  those  articles.  If  a  note 
had  been  delivered  up  by  the  defendaat  to  the  plaintiff,  in  payment 
of  the  book  account  of  the  plcuotiff  against  him,  and  been  so  re- 
Vincenu  ceived,  it  was  as  proper  for  the  parties  to  testify  to  such  payment 
in  the  action  on  book,  as  it  would  to  a  payment  in  any  other  way 
or  in  any  other  article.  The  offer  made  by  the  defendant,  was  to 
prove  payment  of  the  plaintiff's  account  in  this  way,  and  we  think 
his  testimony  to  that  effect  should  have  been  received. 

The  judgment  of  the  county  court  must,  therefore,  be  revers- 
ed and  the  cause  again  refered  to  the  same  auditor  to  report  at  the 
next  term. 


FSAIIKLUr, 

January, 
IBM. 


John  Gilman  and  Wife  vs,  Jeremiah  S.  Morrill. 

An  «state  doYised  to  two  tons  of  tho  devioor,  creates  an  estate  in  oommoHt  if 

there  is  nothing  said  in  the  devise  that  the  estate  shall  be  joint. 
When  one  of  the  devisees  dies  intestate  and  under  age  and  without  issue,  the 

mother  inherits  a  part  of  tho  estate  devised  to  him,  with  the  sorviving  broth. 

er  ;  notwithstanding  the  will  was  made  and  the  testator  died  previous  to  Uie 

passing  of  the  present  probate  act. 

Petition  for  partition — and  Plea  denying  the  alledged  tenancy  in 
common.  The  property  in  question  was  real  estate,  devised  in  the 
year  1815,  by  Jeremiah  Morrell,  deceased,  in  the  first  place  to  his 
wife  Peggy,  one  of  the  petitioners,  so  long  as  she  should  remain 
his  widow  and  unmarried ;  and  whenever  the  interest  of  said  Peg- 
gy should  be  terminated,  to  his  two  sons,  Joseph  and  Jeremiah. 
Joseph  died  a  minor  and  unmarried  in  1824.  A  short  time  pre- 
vious to  said  Joseph's  decease,  said  Peggy  intermarried  with  John 
Gilman,  one  of  the  petitioners.  The  clause  in  the  will  bequeath- 
ing to  the  sons  the  property  in  question,  read  as  follows  :  *^I  give 
and  bequeath  to  my  two  sons,  Joseph  and  Jeremiah,  all  my  real 
estate,  of  whatever  name  or  nature,  after  the  interest  of  my  wife 
shall  have  terminated." 

The  defendant  contended,  that  the  whole  share  and  estate  of 
said  Joseph  had  become  vested  in  himself.  But  the  court  decid- 
ed, and  instructed  the  jury,  that  said  Peggy  inherited  the  share 
and  estate  of  said  Joseph  equally  with  the  defendant,  and  that  the 
plaintiffi,  in  right  of  said  Peggy,  were  tenants  in  common  with  the 
defendant  in  proportion  of  one  fourth  and  three  fourths*  The 
jury  thereupon  returned  a  verdict  for  the  plaintifis.    To  which 
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decbions  and  charge  of  the  court,  petitionees  excepted.     Excep-    '/JiJSSIJ'' 
tioDs  allowed,  and  the  cause  passed  to  the  supreme  court  for  re-       ^^^ 

vision.  QilBMiAlwire 

ilfr.  Stephens  and  Mr.  Brown  for  petitionees. — ^The  will  was 
executed  February  17th,  A.  D.  1815,  and  must  be  so  construed  as 
to  carry  into  effect  the  intentions  of  the  testator^  whether  the  tes- 
tameotary  disposition  be  such  as  the  court  will  favor  or  not. — 7%«/- 
btson  vs.  Woodford f  4  Vesey's  Rep.  311 — 3  Burrows'  Rep. 
1634. 

From  the  plain  and  express  words  which  limit  the  duration  of 
the  widow's  estate,  we  think  the  court  can  have  no  doubt  that  the 
intention  of  the  testator  was  to  have  the  land  in  question  descend 
only  to  the  heirs  of  his  own  body. 

Every  doubt  upon  this  subject  will  be  removed  by  a  reference 
to  the  laws  in  force  when  the  will  was  published. 

The  statutes  then  in  force,  so  far  as  regards  the  present  question, 
were  the  act  of  March  10th,  A.  D.  1797,  and  the  act  of  No- 
vember 4tb,  1799. 

By  the  first  mentioned  act,  real  estate  descends  to  the  childreni 
if  any  ;  if  none,  to  the  next  of  kin. — See  section  S7tb. 

In  tbat  act  there  are  but  two  cases  in  which  a  mother  19  allow- 
ed to  inherit  land  from  her  child.  The  first  is  by  the  S9th  section 
by  which  it  is  enacted,  tbat  if  the  child  of  an  btestate  dies  ailer 
arriving  at  full  age,  unmarried  and  intestate,  she  shall  inherit  a  sis*- 
ter's  share.  The  other  case  (see  section  30th)  is  where  the  child 
has  left  a  widow  without  issue.  His  father  being  dead,  the  mother 
then  takes  the  same  share  as  a  sister. 

The  statute  of  November  4th,  1799,  enacts  that  the  widow  of 
any  testator  may  appear  before  the  judge  of  probate  within  sixty 
days  after  the  will  shall  have  been  approved,  and  waive  the  provkh 
ion  made  for  her  by  will  and  have  her  dower  assigned. 

The  provision  made  for  the  widow  by  the  will,  was  in  lieu  and 
not  in  addition  to  dower ;  she  had  her  election  and  has  made  ic. 
She  took  as  a  purchaser,  that  is  by  contract ;  and  as  that  contract 
was  understood  at  the  time,  so  must  it  be  carried  into  effect.  And 
to  us  it  appears  the  height  of  absurdity  to  contend  ithat  the  testa- 
tor mtended,  in  case  of  the  death  of  either  o(  his  minor  children^ 
that  his  widow  should  inherit. 

But  the  plaintiffi  contend  that  they  are  entitled  to  the  land  in 
question,by  virtue  of  the  act  passed  Nov^  15,  1621. 
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%S^r*       This  claim  the  defendant  resists  on  two  grounds : 

>^- '    '      1.  That  it  was  not  the  intention  of  the  legislature  to  have  that 
GUmaii  ft  wifo  act  apply  to  cases  like  the  present. 

Mortii.  .2.  That  had  they  so,  intended,  they  had  not  the  constitutional 
power  to  carry  their  intentions  into  efiEbct. 
^  That^  such  was  n6t  the  intention  of  the  legislature,  is  apparent 
frqni  the  proviso  containec(  in  the  110th  section  of  that  act,  (Re- 
vised Statutes,  p.  358)  which  expressly  declares  that  the  former 
probate  i^cts  s^all  be  and  remain  in  full  force  as  to  all  matters  and 
things  done  or  transacted  during  their  existence  to  all  intents  and 
purposes^  and  that  this  act  of  1821  sWll  not  be  construed  to  affect 
any  right  or  rights  accruing  or  incurred  under  any  of  the  repeafed 
acts* 

'[The  will  having  been  made  published  and  probate  thereof  grant- 
ed, during  the  existence  of  said  former  laws,  must  of  necesrity  bd 
one  of  those  matters  and  things  which  the  legislature  have  exemp- 
ted from  the  operation  of  the  law  of  1821,  and  as  such  is  not  lia- 
ble to  be  construed  or  affected  by  it. 

'the  two  sons  of  Jeremiah  Morrill  took  by  the  will  a  vested  and 
contingent  remainder,  for  by  the  will  he  conveyed  to  bis  widow 
at  most  <)nly  a  life  estate  in  the  premisc;s,  with  remainder  to  his 
sons.  The  remainder  was  contingent  so  far  as  it  depended  on  the 
widow's  marrying ;  for  it  was  uncertain  whether  the  event  would 
tret'  take  place,  but  the  remainder  was. a  vested  remainder,  as  de- 
pending on  the  death  of  the  widow,  for  that  is  an  event  certain, 
the  time  when  only  being  doubtful. 

The  children  of  the  testator  had  not  only  an  interest  as  tenants 
in  common  of  this  remainder,  but  also  a  reciprocal  interest  in  each 
Other's  estate ;  for  if  either  died  within  age,  unmarried  and  with- 
out issue,  the  survivor  inherited  the  whde.  This  was  a  valuable 
interest,  as  the  event  has  proved. 

This  interest  commenced  upon  the  decease  of  the  testator,  and 
whether  the  right  to  this  interest  was  created  by  virtue  of  the  will 
or  by  force  of  the  statute^  is  immaterial ;  for  by  the  before-men- 
tioned proviso  it  is  enacted,,  that  the  act  of  1821  shall  not  be  so 
construed  as  to  affect  any  right  or  rights,  accruing  or  incurred  un- 
der any  of  said  repealed  acts  or  sections  of  acts. 

Mr.  Smith  for  petitioners — It  is  contended  by  the  petitioners : 

1st.  That  by  the  will  of  the  testator,  Joseph  and  Jeremiah  on 
the  intermarriage  of  the  said  Peggy  with  the  said  John  Oilman, 
took  an  estate  in  fee  simple.     A  devise  of  all  the  testator's  real 
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estate^  fa  a  devise  in  (ee'slmplc — See  17  SAk.  jftepl  68—6  JcJlin.    'JbJwni''* 
Rep.  188—12  do.  3gi9^15  do.  169:       •  1836  ^ 

2d.   By  the  75th  section  of  ah  act  constituting  probate  courfs,  Giimaii  k  ^W 
&c.,  passed*  Nov.  15,  1821,  (Revised  Laws,  page  334)' the  saidU    ^"^^^ 
Peggy  took,  as  heir,  to  the  said  Joseph,  an' undivided  tialf  of  H!^ 
interest  and  estate  in  said^^ premises,  and  thereby  became  t^hant 
in  common  with  the  said  Jeremiah  S.  MorriD,  the  ottier  atid*  obly 
heir  to  the  said  Joseph. 

The  oj^inion  <X  the  court  Was  delivered  by 

Williams,  Cr.  J. — The  petitioners  do  not  claim'  any  intetresi 
ib  the  premises,  by  virtue  of  the  will  of  Jeremiah  MonrtU  the 
eldef.  All  the  hitere^  in  hid  estate,  wbicb  Peggy  Gilmair,  on^  of 
tfite  peficioners,  has  under  that  will,  ceased  on  her  intermarriage 
With  John  Gilfn'dn  (!he  6tfaer  petitioner.  But  the}-  claim  one  half 
of  tb'e  Estate,  which  bel6nged  to  Joseph  Morrill  deceased,  on  ihe 
ftimHA  that  his  esftate  is  to  descend,  or  be  distributed  to  hisr  brotiier 
and  mother  equally.' 

To  decide  thk  quemlon,  it  seems  only  necessary  (of  ascertam 
4hflt  estit^  Joseph  ahd  Jeremiah  9.  Morrill  took  under  the  will  of 
iheir  fktber.  For  if  they  tobk  an  Estate  as  joiiit^tenants,  then  the 
atgorbt^dt  ^hibh  bad  betsn  advanced  would  be  unanswerable.  The 
tight  of  sUrvivordhit^  Would  give  the  whole  td  the  pettonee^  as  sur- 
▼ivibg  joirit-tbiiant. 

Utld^r  the  Will  df  Jeremiah  Morrill>  bis  two  sons,  Joseph  and 
Jeremiah,  took  an  estate  in  common  by  purchase.  There  is  no* 
thing  in  the  will  Which  indicates  or  manifests  any  iotention  in  the 
devisor,  that  the  estate  should  vest  in  them  and  be  held  as  a  joint- 
estate.  Nothing  to  that  effect  having  been  ^'said"  in. the  devise, 
the  estate  devised  is  to  be  deemed  and  adjudged  an  estate  in  com- 
mon and  not  in  joint-tenancy,  agreeably  to  the  1 1th  section  of  the 
statute  for  the  partition  of  real  estate. 

If  the  statute,  which  was  in  force  in  1815  when  Jeremiah 
Morrfll  died,  had  remained  unrepealed,  Mrs.  Gilman  would,  on  the 
decease  of  Joseph  Morrill,  have  been  entitled  to  the  whole  of  bis 
share  or  estate  as  next  of  kin.  The  29th  and  30th  sections  of  the 
probate  law  then  in  force,  had  reference  only  to  the  children  of 
those  who  died  intestate.  But  there  is  no  doubt  that*our  present 
probate  law,  which  was  enacted  in  1821,  must  regulate  the  de- 
scent of  Joseph  Morrill's  estate.  It  is  competent  for  the  legis- 
htture  to  provide  a  rule  of  descent,  as  it  respects  real  estate,  and 
to  change  it  from  time  to  time,  provided  the  law  is  not  retrospec- 
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^Janumy'    *'^^*    Whatever  estate  Joseph  Morrill  had,  at  the  time  of  passing 

^^^-       tl)e  present  statute,  or  might  thereafter  acquire,  which  would  de- 

Giiman  &  wife  scend  to  his  heirs  on  his  decease,  must  have  been  decreed  to  such 

Morrill,      persons  as  the  existing  law  pointed  out.     His  mother,  being  one  of 

the  persons  designated  by  the  law,  must  therefore  take  a  share  in 

his  estate. 

The  statute  is  not  retrospective — interferes  with  no  vested  rights 
of  Jeremiah  S.  Morrill ;  for  he  has  none  in  the  estate  of  his  bro* 
ther,  neither  was  there  any  vested  right  of  inheritance  in  either  of 
the  devisees  of  Jeremiah  Morrill  the  elder,  as  has.  been  so  strenu- 
ously contended  by  the  counsel  for  the  petitioners. 

Nor  is  the  fact  that  Joseph  died  a  minor,  incapable  of  making  a 
will,  entitled  to  any  consideration.  His.  estate  was  no  different 
during  his  minority,  from  what  it  would  have  been  on  his  arriving 
at  full  age.  It  could  have  been  disposed  of  during  his  life,  like 
the  estate  of  other  minors,  according  to  the  provisions  of  the  stat- 
ute, and,  on  his  decease,  descended  like  other  estates  to  the  per- 
sons designated  by  law. 

Considering  that  Mrs.  Oilman  does  not  claim  this  estate  under 
the  will  of  her  former  husband ;  that  the  two  brothers,  Joseph 
«nd  Jeremiah,  under  the  will  took  an  estate  in  common,  and  nei- 
ther had  any  vested  or  immediate  interest  in  the  share  of  the  other ; 
the  only  conclusion  to  which  we  come  is,  that  on  the  decease  of 
Joseph  Morrill,  his  estate,  in  the  premises  in  question,  became  the 
property  both  of  his  mother  and  brother,  and  liable  to  be  di- 
vided accordingly. 

The  judgment  of  the  county  court,  which  was  to  thb  eSEscl, 
must  be  affirmed. 
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Franklin  Lsarncd  vt.  James  Bellows.  ^JmJJ^"* 


In  an  action  of  ireapftn,  de  &9fiii,  sued  at  the  ooonty  coart,  where  the  ad  ^ 
demmmm  exceeds  one  hundred  dollars,  and  the  county  court  refuse  to  dismise 
the  action  for  want  of  jurisdiction,  the  value  of  the  property  heingr  less  than 
one  hundred  dollars,  this  court  hsTe  no  authority  to  reconsider  the  decision. 

In  a  case  refered  by  agreement  of  parties,  it  It  no  ground  of  setting  aside  the 
report  that  the  reftrees  admitted  irrelevant  or  illegal  testimony,  if  it  had  no 
tendency  to  mislead  their  minds,  and  did  not  in  fact  mblead  them. 

Reports  of  referees  are  not  to  be  set  aside  for  every,  circumstantial  error,  but 
only  where  they  adopt  a  rule  of  action  and  misapply  it ;  and  in  this  respect 
it  is  immaterial  whether  it  be  a  rule  of  law  or  of  equity  or  of  arithmetic. 

A  general  releaae  of  all  "demands,  notes  and  accounts,'*  will  not  be  construed 
to  inolode  a  suit  pending,  especially  when,  from  testimony  aZttcnds,  it  is  ap- 
parent such  was  not  the  intention  of  the  parties. 

This  case  comes  here  oa  exceptions  taken  to  the  decision  of  the 
court  below,  in  accepting  the  report  of  referees.  The  action  was 
trespass^  brought  originally  at  the  county  court,  demanding  19  dam- 
ages more  than  one  hundred  dollars.  The  referees  report,  that 
there  was  no  testimony  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  tending  to 
show  the  oxen  (which  is  all  plaintiff  claimed)  of  greater  value 
than  053  50.  The  defendant  moved  the  county  court  to  dismiss 
the  action.  The  report  further  shows,  that  defendant  claimed  to 
hold  the  oxen  by  virtue  of  certain  executions,  as  the  property  of 
one  Joseph  Learned,  the  defendant  being  a  legal  officer  and  hav- 
ing levied  the  executions  upon  the  oxen.  The  defendant  having 
givenf  in  evidence  certain  admissions  of  plaintiff  tending  to  show, 
that  the  oxen  belonged  to  Alanson  Learned,  a  son  of  Joseph 
Learned,  and  not  to  plsuntiff.  The  referees  permitted  plaintiff  to 
show  that,  at  other  times  and  places,  he  had  made  declarations  di- 
rectly the  reverse,  these  declarations  not  being  accompanied  with 
any  act  of  plaintiff.  The  referees  further  report,  that  during  the 
pendency  of  this  suit,  plaintiff  and  defendant  executed  to  each 
other  mutual  receipts,  of  which  plaintiff's  to  defendant,  the  fol- 
lowing is  a  copy : 

^'Received  of  James  Bellows  ten  dollars,  which  is  in  full  of  all 
"  demands,  notes  and  accounts,  up  to  this  date. 

(Signed)  FRANKLIN  LEARNED.'' 

"Fairfax,  August  14,  1834." 

The  referees  add,  that  "in  all  things  they  intended  to  decide 
according  to  law." 

The  report  was  in  favor  of  plaintiff  and  accepted  by  the  county 
court,  and  the  motion  to  dismiss  the  action  for  want  of  jurisdiction 
overruled. 
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CASES , IN  T^E  J?yPJREM^,  CQURT 

Mr.  Smallty  fy  Adams  ofid  Mr.  Hubbpl  for  defendant.-^AU 
thougU  referees  are  not  bound  to  follow  the  law,  yet,  if  they  at- 
tempt to  decide  according  to  law  and  err,  their  decision  will  be 
corrected  by  the  court. — Johns  vs.  Stevens  et  ah  3  Vt«  Rep.  303, 
and  a  case  then  cited,  by  Ch.  J. 

^'Wbea  from  the  writ  4he  court  prima  fade  has  jurisdiction, 
but  from  the  plaintiff's  own  showing,  it  appears  on  the  trial  that 
his  debt  or  demand  is  not  sufficient  in  amount  to  give  the  court 
jurisdistion,.  (he  course  is  to  dismiss  the  action  on  motion.  Such 
has  always  been  the  practice,  aad  if  it  did  not  prevail,  it  would  be 
in  the  power  of  the  plaintiff  to  give  the  court  jurisdiction  in  eva- 
sion of  the  statute,  in  any  case,  by  merely  declaring  for  or  de- 
manding a  sum  exceeding  one  hundred  AoWw^J^^-^SovXhtncTc  et  aL 
vs.- Merrill,  3  Vt.  Rep.  3%.  JBut  it  is  said  in  the  same  case, 
that  "in  actions  of  tort,  when  the  damages  are  unciertain  and  rest 
in  the  decision  of  the  jury,  the  damages  demanded  must  be  the  cri- 
terion of  jurisdiction. 

But  how  are  the  words,  ^^uncertaim.  damages*^  find  ^^jurys'  dis- 
crttion^^  to  be  understood  ?  .  There  ouist  be  3ome  limit  to  such 
phrases.  •  For  a  trifling  trespass,  inadvertantly  corangyit^ed,  an. ac- 
tion might  be  sustained ;  but  for  such,  when  the  actqal  damage 
does  not  exceed  a  few  shillings,  or  at  most  a  dollar,  would  a  jury 
be  justified  in  giving  niore  than  a  hundred  dollars  ?  I  think  I^>t. 
Neither  do  I  think  a  jury  would  do  it ;  and  if  a  jury  would  not, 
can  it  it  be  competent  for  courts  to  set  up  a  jurisdiction  ,if  hich  no 
honest  and  rational  jury  can  follow  out,  or  consmon  j,ustice  sanction  ? 
All  that,  was  meant,  then,  by,  the  above  expression  of  the  court  id 
the  case  cited,  was,  that  when  it  was  uncertain,  whether  a  sound 
discretion  might  not  say^  the  damages  were  a  little  less  or  a  little 
mcHe  than  a  hundred  dollars,  the  court  would  no^  be  quibbled  out 
of  their  jurisdiction.  In  cases  like  the  present,  there  is  but  little 
uncertainty  as  to  the  amount  of  damages,  the  statute  declaring 
that  no  more  than  actual  damages  shall  be  recovered ;  and  the 
case  shows  that  the  oxen  were  a  middling  or  an  ordinary  pair,  and 
no  witness  calculated  them  higher  tlian  fifty-three  dollars. 

2.  It  appears  from  the  report,  that  the  plaintiff  was  permitted 
to  show  his  own  declarations  unaccompanied  by  his  acts,  and  not 
made  in  the  presence  of  the  adverse  party,  nor  at  the  times  spok- 
en of  by  the  defendant's  witness.  It  does  not  require  an  argu- 
ment to  show  the  absurdity,  of  such  a  doctrine. 

3.  It  is  insisted,  that  the  receipt  being  in  full  of  all  demands, 
discharges  the  suit ;  for  in  Swift's  Dig.  Vol.  1,  p.  300,  it  is  said, 


Digitized  by  VjOOQ IC 


OF  THE  STATE  OF  VERMONT. 


81 


that  'Uhe  word  demand  is  of  the  most  extenSive  import,  and  a  re- 
lease of  all  demands  discharges  all  manner  of  actions,  real,  per- 
sonal, and  mixed,  rights  and  titles,conditions  before  or  after  breach, 
Executions,  Covenants  and  Contracts."  And  again,  p.  301  it  is 
said  that  ''when  the  parties  intend  to  settle  every  matter  between 
ihem,  the  release  should  use  the  words,  all  demands :  if  it  is  not 
intended  to  be  a  general  release,  it  should  conoprehend  only  the  par- 
ticular matter  to  be  discharged."  If  all  claims  except  a  particular 
one  are  to  be  discharged,  the  release  may  be  general  with  the  excep- 
tion of  the  matter  not  meant  to  be  discharged. 

H.  R.  Beardsley^  for  plaintiff^. — Three  exceptions  are  taken 
to  the  Referees  Report  filed  in  this  case. 

1.  That  the  County  Court  had  not  original  jurisdiction  of  this 
cause. 

2.  That  the  Referees  permitted  the  plaintiff  to  prove  his  own 
declarations,  unaccompanied  by  his  acts,  and  not  made  in  the  pres- 
ence of  the  other  party. 

3.  That  the  receipt  referred  to  in  th^  fepbn,  operated  to  dis- 
charge the  suit. 

1  •  As  to  tlie  first  exception,  it  is  sufficient  to  say,  that  the  ques- 
tion of  jurisdiction,  cannot  be  made  to  depend  upon  the  amount 
of  damages  recovered.  In  all  cases  of  uncertain  damages,  if  the 
sum  Ibund  in  damages,  be  within  the  jurisdiction  of  a  justice  of 
the  peace,  the  County  Court  is  not  thereby  ousted  of  jurisdiction. 
Gale  vs.  Bongea.  1  Chip.  Rep.  206. 

2.  There  does  not  sufficient  appear  in  the  Report  on  wliich  to 
ground  this  exception. 

1.  It  does  not  appear  (hat  the  testimony  admitted  by  the  refer- 
ees bad  any  possible  bearing,  or  connexion,  in  the  trial  of  the  case, 
or  that  the  referees  were  in  any  degree  influenced  by  it. 

2.  Referees  are  not  bound  by  the  same  strictness  of  rules,  in 
regard  to  the  admission  of  testimony,  that  the  courts  of  law  are. 

3.  The  Report  does  not  show  any  thing  from  which  the  Court 
can  determine  that  another  hearing  would  avail  the  defendant,  or 
that  the  triers  would  not  probably  come  to  the  same  result,  with- 
out that  testimony  or  that  any  injustice  has  been  done. 

As  to  the  last  ground  of  exception  to  the  Report  we  are  una- 
ble to  discover,  what  the  Court  have  to  do  with  it,  until  it  is  prop- 
erly placed  upon  record  by  plea.     But  suppose  the  question  aris- 
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CASES  IN  THE  SUPREME  COURT 

iDg  upon  the  receipt  to  be  properly  presented,  h  has  no  refeieoce 
^  to  this  suit. 

In  the  first  place  James  Bellows  has  no  interest  \n  the  subject 
matter  of  this  suit^  except  what  results  from  being  nominal  defen- 
dant on  the  record.  Beeman  is  the  party  in  interest.  Hence  it 
is  not  to  be  supposed  the  parties  to  the  receipt,  had  ttiis  suit  in 
view  at  the  time  of  its  execution. 

Again,  the  words  all  demands,  are  limited  in  their  operation, 
by.  ithe  words  notes  and  Book  Accounts,  which  serve  to  sliow 
what  was  intended  in  their  settlement. 

It  appears  also  that  they  executed  mutual  receipts  of  the  same 
description,  which  shows  that  they  had  mutual  claims  against  each 
other,  different  from  the  present  suit,  and  the  legal  presumption 
is,  that  these  only  were  intended  to  be  embraced  in  the  settlement, 
and  covered  by  the  the  receipt. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

Redfield  J.-— The  motion  to  dismiss  the  action  was  cor- 
rectly overruled  for  two  reasons.  It  being  always  a  matter  of  dis- 
cretion whether  the  court  will  dismiss  an  action  sounding  in  damages 
merely,  when  the  ad  damnum,  brings  the  case  within  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  County  Court,  they  should  not  do  this  after  a  reference 
and  report.  And  they  should  never  do  it  in  any  case  admitting  of 
doubt,  even  in  the  mind  of  the  plaintiff.  If  he  had  any  rational 
ground  of  believing  he  could  in  any  event  recover  more  than 
one  hundred  dollars,  he  ought  not  to  be  turned  over  to  an  inferior 
jorisdiction,  after  the  case  has  already  been  investigated. — Ladd 
vs.  fli//,4Vt.Rep.  164. 

In  actions  of  trespass,  it  is  well  settled,  that  the  measure  of 
damages,  is  not  limited  by  the  value  of  the  property.  The  value 
of  the  property  is  usually  the  actual  damage.  But  the  jury  may 
even  in  a  case  of  trespass  de  bonis  asportatis,  give  consequential 
or  exemplary  damages,  and  even  vindictive  damages ;  and  had  a 
jury  in  this  case  given  the  plaintiff  more  than  one  hundred  dollars 
damages,  we  know  of  no  rule  by  which  this  court  could  set  aside 
tbeverdict.— iwu/c{  vs.  Hill,  4  Vt.  R  164.— Southwick,  Cannon 
8f  Warren  vs.  Merrill,  3  Vt.  320. 

It  is  next  urged  that  the  report  should  be  set  aside  for  the  error 
of  the  referees  in  admitting  the  naked  declarations  of  the  plaintiff. 
This  was  no  doubt  incompetent  testimony.  It  had  no  legal  or 
moral  tendency  to  show  the  truth.     It  only  went  at  most  to  show 
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tbat  ibe  ptaiotiff  had  made  oontradictory  statemeDts.     This  tnigtu  ^J^^i^l^''* 
result  firom  interest  or  want  of  inlegriiy,  but  it  clearly  had  no  pos*       ^^ 
able  tendency  to  mislead  the  minds  of  the  referees,nor  do  they  inti*     L^aracd 
mate  that  they  relied  upon  it  in  any  sense^  in   deciding  the  case.     Beiidw 
Indeed  cbey  could  not,  if  they  were  rational   men.    The  plamtiff 
bad  distinctly  admitted  a  fact  against  his  interest.     His  showing 
that  at  other  times  be  bad  asserted  the  fact  to  be  otfaerwisey  would 
not  ID  any  sense  qualify  his  admission.    And  although  the  testi«- 
mony  was  improperly  admitted,  yet  as  it  had  no  tendency  to  mis- 
lead the  referees,  and  did  not  mislead  them,  so  far  as  we  can  learn, 
it  is  DO  sufficient  reason  for  setting  aside  the  report. 

It  has  been  repeatedly  decided  by  this  court,  that  the  pixxeed- 
ings  of  referees,  are  to  be  presumed  to  be  correct  unless  the  contra- 
ry is  made  to  appear. — Hogabotm  vs.  HerrickyA  Vt.  196. — Sle- 
vtns  vs.  Pearson,  1  Vt.  503.— Bliss  vs.  Rollins,  6  Vt.  529. 

Since  the  decision  of  the  cases,  estaUishing  the  doctrine,  that 
where  referees  intend  to  pursue  the  law,  which  wouM  tend  to  a 
given  determination  of  the  case,  but  misapply  it  and  thui(  come  to 
a  different  result,  that  their  report  will  be  set  aside,  it  is  becoming 
cofsmon  ibr  referees  to  conclude  all  their  reports  with  the  same 
general  clause,  which  is  found  in  the  report  in  this  case.  The 
cases  of  Johns  vs.  Stevens,  3  Vt.  308,  and  Hasletine  vs.  Smith, 
535,  were  not  intended  to  establish  the  doctrine  that  the  proceed- 
ings before  referees  would  be  reviewed  in  the  court  in  the  same 
manner  this  court  will  examine  the  proceedings  of  the  county 
court  on  writ  of  error.  They  establish  this  principle,  that  if  ref- 
erees adopt  any  rule  of  action,  whether  law,  equity  or  arithme- 
tic,and  so  fail  in  its  application  as  to  come  to  a  different  result  from  that 
to  which  the  correct  application  of  their  own  rule  of  decision  should 
have  brought  them,  and  this  is  clearly  shown,  then  their  report 
will  not  be  accepted.  This  is  not  very  different  (roin  the  well 
known  rule  applied  to  awards,  that  even  at  law  they  will  be  set 
aside  for  evident  mistake. 

But  it  is  not  to  be  tolerated  for  a  moment  that,  in  the  case  of 
every  reference  in  the  county  court,  which  is  really  taking  the 
case  from  the  court  and  putting  it  before  a  tribunal  ot  the  parties' 
selea|ion,the  court  shall  on  the  return  of  the  report  sit  to  adjudge 
their  whole  proceedings  and  determine  just  how  much  of  the  testi- 
mony was  relevant  and  bow  much  was  not,  and  if  any  part  of  the 
proceedings  did  not  conform  to  the  strictest  rules  of  law,  on  trials 
to  the  jury,  that  the  cause  must  be  recommitted.     This  would  es- 
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tablish  literally  endless  litigation.  And  no  maxim  is  of  more  uni- 
versal application  than  Inter eH  Reipublicae  $it  finis  liiivm.  And 
if  it  is  desirable  it  should  be  any  where  applied  it  is  to  their  domes* 
tic  tribunals.  It  could  in  no  sense  subserve  the  ends  of  justice  that 
such  a  course  of  litigation  to  embroil  a  neighborhood  should  be  es- 
tablished. These  domestic  tribunals,  when  they  keep  by  the  great 
principles  of  right  are  as  likely  to  do  rigKViS&iy  oth'er,  but  when 
tbey  attempt  a  rigid  adherence  to  technical  rules,|  they  are  fortu- 
nate not  to  be  misled.  We  cannofcrseei'ttfeiSli^wfebti  the  tes- 
timony could  have  misled  thcrrcTerees. 

It  was  further  argued  that  the  receipt,  although  given  while  the 
suit  was  pending,  should  6ar  the  action.  This  could  not  be  pleaded 
as  a  technical  release,  unless  the  doctrine  of  Judge  Swift  were  to 
obtain.  1  Dig.  300.  It  could  on1y.be  used  as  evidence  to  show  an 
accord  and  satisfaction  of  the  subject  matter  of  the  suit.  The  wri- 
ting does  not  express  any  such  contract.  The  plaintiff  indeed  ob- 
jects that  this  defence  should  have  been  pleaded  to  the  action,  and 
unless  specially  pleaded  could  not  be  urged  as  a  defence  before  the 
referees.  This  objection  is  of  the  same  character  with  the  defen- 
dant's objectionto  the  report  on  the  ground  of  receiving  plaintiff's 
declarations  to  qualify  or  contradict  his  admissions.  It  b  not  ex- 
pected that  referees  will  require  special  pleadings  ahd  sit  to  try 
formal  issues  either  of  law  or  fact.  AH  tliat  is  expected  is  that  tlie 
suit. will  be  tried  on  the  merits,  and  no  motion  in  arrest  would  be 
entertained  after  report,  for  any  defect  in  the.  pleadings,  or  even  for 
the  total  want  of  all  plea. 

But  we  cannot  doubt  that  the  parties  did  not  intend  this  re- 
ceipt should  bar  this  suit.  The  amount  in  controversy,  the  (act 
that  the  defendant  was  only  nominally  interested,  antl  that  the  ultimate 
liability  rested  on  the  creditor,  and  that  no  allusion  is  made  to  any 
suit  whatever  in  the  receipt,  fully  show  such  could  not  have  been  the 
plaintiff's  intention.  And  in  these  general  releases  courts  have  been 
very  liberal  in  examining  all  the  circumstances  of  the  parties  and  the 
manner  of  giving  them  in  order  to  come  to  the  intention  of  the  par- 
ties, 1  Swifts  Dig.  300,  301  1 4^Petersdorff  203  and  4  and  notes- 
Morris  vs.  Philpoi,  2  Modem  279  Knight  vs.  Cole  I  Lev.  273 
— ^The  word  "demands"  is  indeed  very  general,  but  has  no  natur- 
al fitness  to  express  a  matter  now  in  suit,  and  when  followed  by 
the  words  "notes  and  accounts"  every  one  must  conclude  it  was 
used  in  its  restricted  signification,  as  in  common  parlance,  synony- 
mous with  notes  and  accounts.  A  merchant  or  mechanic  speaks 
of  his  "demands",  he  in  tends  toexpress  only  "notes  and  account*." 


Digitized  by  VjOOQ IC 


OF  THE  STATE  OF  VERMONT. 

A  release  of  all  actions  does  not  include  causes  of  action  (14  Kl. 
203)  Release  of  all  "actions  and  demand^- ^  does  not  release  a  Icga^- 
cy.  And  a  general  release  will  not  effect  trust  obligations;  Cole  vs. ' 
Knigkt  2  Mod.  279,  1  Lev.  235.  We  are  well  satisfied  this  re- 
ceipt should  not  be  construed  to  bar  this  action.  Judgment  of 
County  Court  affirmed. 
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Reynolds  and  Wines,  vs,  Asa  M.  Fkencii,   et  al. 

A  party  may  recover  upon  a  promiaaory  nolo  which  has  been  volontnrily  given 

up  to  be  cancelled. 
If  a  debtor  by  faJse  and  fraudulent  representations  as  to  his  situation  induce'' 

his  creditor  to  deliver  up  to  him  his  promissory  notes  upon  payment  of  a 

part  onl^  of  what  is  due,  the  creditor  may  upon  proof  of  the  fraud  recover 

the  balance  of  his  debt  in  an  action  on  tlie  note. 

This  was  a  declaration  in  assumpsit  upon  three  promissory  notes 
and  containing  general  counts.     Plea,  non  assumpsit. 

In  support  of  the  action,  the  plaintiffs  oAered  to  prove,  that  on 
the  17th  day  of  March,  A.  D.  1334,  the  three  defendants  came 
to  the  plainti^and  represented  toihetn  that  the  defendant  French 
had  honestly  disposed  of  all  his  property  in  payment  of  his  debts, 
out  of  which  he  had  saved  the  sum  of  $451,16  for  the  plaintiffs 
which  he  was  ready  to  pay  to  them  if  they  would  receive  it  in  sat- 
isfaction and  full  discharge  of  said  notes.  That  the  other  defend- 
ants being  insolvent,  and  the  plaintiffs  believing  said  representation 
as  to  French  to  be  true,  they  received  said  sum  of  $451,16,  and 
gave  up  said  notes  to  be  cancelled.  That  said  representation  as  to 
the  situation  of  French  was  false,  he  having  conveyed  his  property 
for  the  purpose  of  effecting  said  compromise,  and  having  obtained 
a  reconveyance  of  it  shortly  after  the  notes  were  given  up.  This 
evidence  being  objected  to  was  rejected  by  the  court. 

The  case  comes  here  upon  exception  taken  by  the  plaintiff  to 
the  decision  of  the  court  below  rejecting  the  testiniony  offered. 

H»  R.  Beardsley^  for  plaiijtiff. — It  is  not  perhaps  necessary  to 
discuss  the  question  whether  the  plaintiffs  can  count  directly  on  the 
notes;  for  whether  so  or  not,  they  have  we  apprehend  a  most  am- 
ple remedy,  and  show  a  most-  unquestionable  right  under  the  gen- 
eral counts. 

The  facts  offered  to  be  proved  by  the  plaintiffs  if  established, 
would  have  shown  a  most  palpable  and  gross  fraud  practised  by  the 
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^^iSSl"'    df^feDdants  on  the  plaintifis,    by  means  of  which   the  compro- 
mise was  brought  about   and  the  notes  in  question  delivered  up. 


WiMs      The  defendants  then^  having  obtaiLed  the  notes  by  means  of  false 
FraaeiTftUftl.  representations  and  downright  fraud,  have  the  plaintifis  a  remedy 
in  the  present  form  of  action  ? 

Actions  of  assumpsit  on  the  money  counts,  are  resorted  to  as  sub- 
stitutes for  bills  in  chancery,  and  are  encouraged  wherever  the  law 
affords  no  other  remedy,  and  where  a  court  of  equity  would  com- 
pel a  defendant  to  repay  to  a  plaintiff,  money  which  the  latter  had 
been  compelled  to  pay  for  his  benefit.  And  it  is  the  peculiar  rem- 
edy in  cases,  when  one  person  has  got  money  belonging  to  another 
in  his  hands  through  fraud  or  mistake,  and  which  in  equity  and  good 
conscience  he  ought  not  to  retain. 

'i'hese  principles  are  unquestionable,  and  the  only  difficulty  which 
can  in  modern  times  arise  in  relation  to  them,  is  in  their  application. 
If  any  state  of  facts  can  ever  exist,  which  would  so  fashion  a  case, 
as  to  call  for  the  application  of  these  well-established  general  prin- 
ciples, they  exist  in  this  case.  I'he  books  are  full  of  cases,  in 
which  it  has  been  held,  that  if  one  person  pays  money,  even 
through  mistake  to  another,  the  former  may  maintain  assumpsit  for 
money  had  and  received  against  the  latter  to  recover  it  back. 
Brown  vs.  Williams^  4,  Wend.  360,  Waite  vs.  Lrgget,  2  Cowen 
195,  Marvatt  vs.  Wright,  1.  Wend.  355.  If  in  such  cases,  mon- 
ey mny  be  recovered  back,  more  especially  will  the  action  lie  to 
recover  money  obtained  by  misrepresentation  arid  fraud. 

In  an  action  of  this  sort,  whether  money  has  actually  been  re- 
ceived or  not,  is  immaterial.  Property  paid,  or  received  as 
money  is  sufficient  to  support  the  action  for  money  paid,  or  had 
and  received,  and  it  is  precisely  the  same  as  if  money  itself  had 
been  paid  or  received.  Ainsfii  vs.  Wilson,  7,  Cowen  662.  Arm^ 
strong  vs.  Garrow,  6.  Cowen,  460.  Vt.  State  Bank  vs.  Stodard, 
1.  Chip.  Rep.  157.  1.  Swift  Dig,  405.  ClarJc  vs.  Shu.  1.  Cowp. 
197.  Richards  et  nl  vs.  H^wt,  6.  Vt.  Rep.  251.  Irving  et  al  vs 
Humphrey,  I.  Hopk.  Ch.  7.  Rep.  284.  In  the  case  at  bar,  the 
obtaining  of  the  notes  under  the  circumstances,  is  equivalent  to  so 
much  money  to  the  defendant,  tliey  hftve  thereby  the  benefit  of 
the  fraud,  and  is  the  same  as  getting  wrongfully  so  much  of  the 
plaintiffe  money.  Tttislor  vs.  May,  8.  Wend.  561.  Edgett  vs. 
Stanford,  6.  Vt.  Rep.  551 . 

Smalley  and  Adams,  for  defendant. — The  evidence  offered  by 
plaintiff  and  rejected  by  the  Court,  was  not  admissible  on  any  of 
die  counts  of  the  declaration. 
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No  case  can  be  found  where  the  payee  of  a  promissory  note,    ^z^^*""* 
having  voinntarily  discharged  it  or  given  it  up  to  the  maker  to  be        t^se. 
canpelled,  has  been  permitted  to  set  it  up  as  the  ground  of  an  ac-    Reynolds  & 
tion*     It  is  thereby  functus  officio  and  ceases  to  be  the  subject  of      ^J«.^' 
proof  as  evidence  of  a  subsisting  cause  af  action,  and  becomes  as    *>«»«*«•  •* 
inoperative  as  a  bond  erased  or  altered  in  a  material  part,  by  tlie 
obligee. 

If  the  defendants  were  guilty  of  fraud  and  misrepresentation  for 
which  the  plaintiff  had  a  cause  of  action,  they  should  have  franied 
their  declaration  to  their  case. 

The  evidence  ofiered  shows  an  accord  and  satisfacticMi,  and  was 
therefore  inadmissible,  as  not  tending  to  establish  a  prima  fade 
cause  of  action  in  the  plaintiff. 

But  conceding  to  the  plaintiff  that  defendant  represented,  and 
that  plaintiff  offered  to  prove  that  they  believing  the  representa* 
tioD^  agreed  to  accept  and  did  accept  $451,16  in  full  satisfaction 
and  discharge  of  the  notes  on  which  more  was  due  had  therefore  gave 
up  the  notes  to  be  cancelled ;  still  this  is  a  perfect  discbarge  of  the 
notes. 

Without  entering  into  a  discussion  of  the  effect  of  a  simple  ac^ 
ceptance  of  a  part  in  satisfaction  of  the  whole  of  a  debt,  it  is  clear 
that  a  release  of  the  whole  under  seal  in  consideration  of  receiving 
a  part  is  a  bar  to  any  further  suit.  When  a  promissory  note  is  the 
only  ground  of  a  parties  liability,  giving  up  the  note  to  be  cancel- 
led is  equivalant  to  a  release.  Here  by  the  case  presented  by  the 
plaintiff  it  does  not  appear  that  they  had  any  debt  or  demand 
against  the  defendant  but  the  notes  that  were  cancelled  by  whicb 
the  defendant  might  have  been  but  surety  for  the  debt  of  a  third 
person.  Consequently  when  the  notes  were  cancelled  there  was 
an  end  of  their  liability  and  a  release  was  unnecessary. 

On  another  principle  the  evidence  was  properly  rejected.  It 
does  not  appear  from  the  plaintiff's  statement  that  two  of  the  de^ 
fendants  were  cognisant  of  the  misrepresentation  as  to  French's 
disposition  of  his  own  property.  The  representation  may  have 
been  false,  and  these  two  defendants  in  no  wise  answerable  for  the 
consequences;  for  unless  (he  falsity  of  the  representation  was 
known  to  all  the  defendants,  no  fraud  can  be  imputed  to  them.— 
There  is  no  pretence  in  the  ofier  of  the  plaintiff  that  Grant  and 
Thurston  knew  the  representation  was  false,  and  it  is  only  from 
inference  that  fraud  is  to  be  charged  upon  French.  Knowledge 
of  ihe  Situation  of  his  property,  may  as  properly  be  attributed  to 
the  plaintiff;  as  to  the  other  two  defendants. 
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Though  an  agreement  to  receive  a  less  sum  in  satisfaction  of  a 
greater,  unless  qualified  by  peculiar  circumstances,  is  not  binding 
on  a  creditor,  no  reason  can  be  given  why  a  party  may  not  if  he 
chose,  accept  a  less  sum  in  satisfaction  of  a  greater,  and  no  casecan 
be  found  wliere  a  party  knowingly  received  a  less  sum  than  would 
appear  to  be  due  on  the  face  of  a  note  or  bond,  and  give  it  up  to 
be  cancelled  has  sustained  an  action  thereon. 

In  Thomases.  Heatham9  C.  L.  R.  152,  it  is  said  by  Holroyd 
J.  that  the  legal  effect  of  the  agreement  between  a  debtor  and 
creditor,  that  part  of  a  larger  sum  due  should  be  paid  by  the  debt- 
or and  accepted  by  the  creditor  as  a  satisfaction  for  the  whole  might 
be  considered  to  be  the  same  as  if  the  whole  debt  had  been  paid 
and  part  had  been  returned  as  a  gift  to  the  party  paying. 
The  question  then  comes  to  this,  after  a  party  has  disposed  of  hboote 
or  his  money  by  gift,  can  he  on  alleging,  that  the  object  of  his  boun- 
ty made  a  misrepresentation  to  him  rescinded  his  gift,  and  bring  an 
action  of  assumpsit  to  recover  it  back  ? 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

Phelps,  J. — The  production  of  a  promissory  note  is  not  always 
indispensable  to  a  recovery  upon  it.  Such  production  is  dispensed 
with,  where  the  note  is  proved  to  have  been  destroyed,  and,  in  this 
State,  where  it  is  shown  to  have  been  lost.  The  reason  why  a  recov- 
ery cannot  be  had  upon  a  lost  note  which  is  negotiable  in  England 
is,  that  the  note  may  find  its  way  into  the  hand  of  a  bona  fide  hold- 
er who  may  be  entitled  to  payment.  But  here  no  such  reason  ex- 
ists, as  by  force  of  our  statute,  restraining  the  negotiability  of  such 
notes,  the  transfer  of  a  note  is  put  upon  the  footing  of  an  assign- 
Ofeptof  achosein  action.  And  it  is  also  true,  that  a  recovery  may 
»e  had  upon  a  note  after  it  has  been  voluntarily  given  up  to  fho 
maker.  This  doctrine  was  fully  recognized  in  Edgell  vs.  Stan- 
/ord,  6.  Ver.  Rep.  651. 

And  it  seems  immaterial  in  such  case,  whether  the  plaintiff coimt 
specially  on  the  note,  or  generally  in  indebitatus  assumpsit. 

If  there  be  any  case  of  the  kind  where  a  recovery  may  be  had, 
it  would  seem  to  be  that  in  which  the  note  is  obtained  from  the 
holder  by  fraud  and  imposition.  The  plaintiff  may  doubtless  treat 
the  transaction,  which  resulted  in  giving  up  the  note,  as  fraudulent 
and  void,  so  far  at  least  as  to  the  agreement  to  accept  the  smaller  or 
new  note  in  full  satisfaction.  That  a  Court  of  Chancery  would  set 
aside  a  discharge  given  under  such  circumstances,  and  revive  a  secur- 
ity procured  to  be  given  up  or  cancelled  by  fraudulent  represenla- 
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lions,  is  settled  by  the  case  of  Richards  ei  ah  vs.  Hunt,  6  Vt.  R.    Frankun, 
251.     If , that  decision  requires  authority  to  support  it,  it  is  to  be      "^isSo!^*^' 
found  in  Phettyplace  vs.  Sayles,  4  Mason  312  and  Irving  et  al,  vs.    R«»yn«>^s  ^ 
Humphry,  I  Hop.  284.  '         ^  ^Ji."' 

Can  a  court  of  law  afford  relief  in  a  similar  case  ?  The  case 
is  in  principle,  the  same,  as  if  a  discharge  under  seal  bad  been 
given  without  a  surrender  of  the  notes.  In  that  case  a  court  of  law 
would,  upon  common  principles,  treat  the  discharge  as  void,  if  ob- 
tained by  fraud.  The  only  difference  in  this  case  is,  that  the 
plaintiff  is  unable  to  produce  the  notes  on  trial ;  and  in  this  res- 
pect, the  cause  comes  within  the  rule  of  Edgell  vs.  Stanford. 

The  action  of  assumpsit  proceeds  upon  equitable  grounds,  and 
in  a  case  of  this  nature,  where  a  full  and  adequate  remedy  may' be 
had  at  law  upon  common  principles,  there  is  no  good  reason  for 
driving  the  party  to  the  more  expensive  and  less  expeditious  rem- 
edy in  chancery.  In  Richards  el  al  vs.  Huni,  no  relief  could  bo 
had  at  law,  as  the  party  was  discharged  [for-  imprisonment  on  the 
execution.  No  suit  could  be  sustained  upon  the  jail  bond,  as  there 
was  no  escape,  and  as  to  the  judgment,  there  was  an  apparent  sat- 
isfaction of  record. 

In  this  case  no  technical  difBcuIty  is  encountered.  We  are  there- 
fore of  opinion,  that  the  evidence  offered  in  tlie  court  below  should 
have  been  admitted.  We  do  not  deem  it  necessary  to  decide  upon 
which  count  the  plaintiff  may  be  entitled  to  recover,  though,  if  the 
amount  of  the  notes  be  still  due,  it  is  difficult  to  discover  any  good 
reason  why  the  party  may  not  recover  upon  etther. 

It  is  suggested  that  some  of  the  defendants  may  have  been  sure- 
ties, and  upon  this  assumption  it  is  argued  that  if  the  notes  have 
been  voluntarily  given  up  the  sureties  are  discharged.  It  js  un- 
necessary to  discuss  that  question,  as  it  does  not  appear  on  record 
that  any  of  the  defendants  are  sureties.  The  evidence  having 
been  rejected  the  fact  was  not  ascertained.  Should  it  so  appear 
upon  a  future  occasion,  it  will  then  be  in  due  season  to  deternrAne 
its  efiect. 

It  is  also  urged  that  (he  reception  of  parol  proof  is  dangerous,  a& 
there  may  have  been  endorsements  on  the  notes.,  of  the  purport  of 
which  no  proof  can  be  had.  This  argument  however  applies  with 
equal  force  to  all  cases  uf  actions  upon  notes  lost  or  destroyed*  But 
in  this  case,  the  notes  were  given  up  to  the  defendants,  and  of  coucse 
the  evidence  of  such  endorsements  is  still  in  their  own  powei",  un- 
less they  have  of  their':own  motion  destroyed  them. 

12 
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r»AWEuif,       The  remarks  of  the  Chief  Justice  in  Edgell  vs.  Stanford  are 
'^i^'     relied  upon  as  sustaining  the  position,  that  if  a  note  be  voluntarily 
Reynold!  &    gjyen  up  to  be  cancelled  it  can  not  afterwards  be  made  thfe  ground 
vT"       of  recovery.     The  remarks  alluded  to  were  made  with  reference 
FrtDch  et  ai.   ^^  ^^^  ^^^^  substitution  of  One  security  for  another,  and  to  the  ques- 
tion, with  respect  to  which  different  decisions  have  been  had,  wheth- 
er the  acceptance  of  a  new  security  of  no  higher  nature  is  a  satis- 
factioi,  or  whether  the  party  may  resort  to  his  original  cause  oF 
action.     He  had  no  reference  to  a  case  like  this.     Indeed  the  whole 
drift  of  his  opinion  was  to  establish  the  right  of  recovery  in  such  a 


case 


Judgment  iteversed  and  cause  remanded  to  county  court  for  a 
new  trial. 


^J^!S^'  Orange  Ferriss  vs.  D,  S.  Barlow. 


18S6. 


-  The  itatute  of  limitation  doea  not  run  upon  a  judgment,  while  the  judgment 
debtor  is  imprisoned  on  the  execution  ;  but  begins  to  run,  upon  the  diacharg* 
of  the  debtor,  under  the  act  for  the  relief  of  poor  debtors. 

Such  a  case  is  within  the  statute,  and  the  action  of  debt  is  barred  after  th* 

lapse  of  eight  years  from  the  date  of  such  discharge. 

t 

This  was  an  action  brought  upon  a  judgment  rendered  by  Frank- 
lin county  court  at  their  September  term  A.  D,  1824.  Plea  stat- 
ute of  limitations.  Replication  that  the  defendant  was  committed 
to  jail  on  the  execution  issued  upon  the  judgment  and  on  the  IsC 
day  of  September  1826  took  the  poor  debtors  oath  and  departed 
frqpx  thejimits  of  the  prison.  To  this  replication  the  defendant 
demurr0d. 

•  fl.  JR.  Benrdshy  for  plaintiff. — The  question  presented  by 
the  demurrer  is  whether  a  judgment  upon  which  an  execution  has 
issued,  and  the  debtor  been  committed  to  jail,  and  legally  discharg- 
ed under  the  act,  "  relative  to  jails  and  jailors,"  and  "  for  the  re- 
lief of  persons,  imprisoned  therein,"  is  exempt  from  the  operation 
of  the  statute  of  limitation. 

By  the  Idth  section  of  the  aforesaid  entitled  act,  it  is  enacted 
"  that  all  and  every  such  judgment  obtained  against  any  such  pris- 
oner shall  notwithstanding  such  discharge,  be  and  remain  good  and 
effectual  lo  law,  to  all  intents  and  purposes,  against  any  estate  what- 
ever, lyhich  may  then,  cr  at  any  time  afterwards,  belong  unto  any 
such  prisoner,  &c." 
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Now  if  the  statute  of  Iimitalion  is  to  be  regarded  as  having  any 
application  to  a  judgment  thus  circumstanced,  the  aforesaid^^pro- ^ 
vision  of  the  statute  is  wholly  nugatory.     The  statute  if  it  run  at 
all  on  this  judgment^began  to  run  at  the  date  of  the  judgment. 

Suppose,  then,  that  the  defendant  had  remained  upon  the  limits 
of  the  jail  yard  until  one  year  before  this  suit  was  brought,  and 
then  discharged  under  the  act ;  and  six  months  after  the  discharge 
property  to  the  amount  of  a  thousand  dollars  came  to  his  possession 
for  the  first  time  since  his  commitment,  could  it  be  contended  in 
that  case,  in  a  suit  upon  the  judgment  and  the  property  attached 
thereon,  that^the  judgment  would  be  barred  ?  We  apprehend  not. 
And  if  not  in  that  case,  we  see  no  good  reason,  why,  under  the  stat- 
ute, the  judgment  may  not  now  be  enforced  against  the  estate  of 
the  defendant. 

A,  and  A.  O.  AldU  for  defendant. — ^The  case  turns  upon  the 
construction  of  the  5tb  sec.  of  the  "  act  in  addition  to  an  act  rela- 
ing  to  jails  and  jailors"  passed  in  October  1823.— «See  C<mp.  Stat. 

p.  241. 

We  contend  that  the  expression  in  the  first  part  of  the  section 
"  at  any  time  afterwards" — must  be  governed  in  its  construction  by 
the  statute  of  limitations  ;  and  that  it  was  not  the  intention  of  the 
legislature,  that  judgments  against  prisoners  discharged  from  impris- 
on ment  by  virtue  of  the  act  should  be  exempt  from  the  operation 
of  the  statute  of  limitations. 

1.  By  the  common  law  execution  by  imprisonment  was  a  satis- 
faction of  the  debt  quoad  the  defendant.  So  that  if  he  died  in 
jail  or  was  discharged  by  the  plaintiff  no  other  execution  could  be 
issued  against  him  or  his  goods. 

By  the  stat.  21,  Jas  1  c.  24,  if  defendant  died  in  jail  a  jiew  exe- 
cution might  issue  against  bis  property. 

The  Lord's  act  passed  32,  Geo.  11,  was  the  first  proper  act  of 
jail  delivery  enacted  in  England  and  from  that  original  our  act  was 
probably  drawn.  That  act  contains  a  proviso  similar  to  our  own  ; 
by  which  when  the  defendant  is  discharged  from  imprisonment 
the  judgment  is  preserved  and  valid  as  against  his  property. 

Ii  is  most  evident  that  this  proviso  was  meant  to  guard  against 
the  doctrines  of  the  common  law— that  imprisonment  was  satisfac- 
tion. This  was  its  object,  and  it  settled  a  point  otherwise  doubtful. 
3  Bl.  Coram.  415.— 16  and  note  6.-6  T.  R-  526  Clark  vs.  €/#«- 
eni.—l  T.  R.  520  Tanner  vs.  Hague.— ^  Tidd  Prao*  978.* 

2.  Such  a  construction  as  we  contend  for  is  required  by  the  lan- 
guage of  the  sutute  taken  literally.     The  statute  says  that  the 
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Franklin,   judgnicnrshall  remain  good  and  effectual  in  law  against  the  estate 

Tpjg^'      of  the  prisoner  and  a  new  execution  issued  at  any  time  "  in  the 

^^^^       same  way  and  manner  as  might  have  bien  done  if  the  prisoner  had 

Barivw.       never  been  in  execiUionJ^     This  last  expression  applies  not  to  the 

issuing  of  execution  alone,  but  to  the  whole  section. 

Now  if  the  prisoner  had  never  been  in  execution  the  judgment 
would  certainly  be  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations. 

3.  If  the  expression  "  at  any  time  aftenvards"  when  connected 
with  the  judgment  is  to  be  taken  in  its  literal  and  absolute  sense — 
llien  by  the  same  rule  of  interpretation  the  words  "  at  any  time," 
used  in  connection  with  the  issuing  of  execution  should  be  taken  in 
the  same  sense.  Such  a  construction  is  manifestly  absurd,  and 
would  establish  a  most  dangerous  practice. 

4.  There  is  no  reason  why  judgments  against  prisoners  discharg- 
ed under  this  act  should  be  placed  on  different  grounds  from  other 
judgments.  By  issuing  a  summons  against  the  defendant  at  any 
time  wiihin  eight  years  after  the  rendition  of  the  judgment,  the 
plaintiff  could  have  presented  his  right  of  action. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 
PfiELi'S,  J. — The  only  question  raised  in  this  case  is,  whether 
the  statute  of  limitation  applies  at  all  to  a  judgment,  upon  which 
the  debtor  has  been  committed,  and  discharged  under  the  act  for 
the  relief  of  poor  debtors. 

On  the  part  of  tho  plaintiff  it  is  insisted,  that  the  terms  of  the 
act  expressly  exempt  the  case  from  the  operation  of  the  statute  of 
limitation.  And  on  tho  other  hand,  it  is  claimed  by  the  defendant 
that  the  general  expressions  in  the  act  must  be  understood  and 
taken  subject  to  tho  provisions  of  that  statute,  and  that  the  expres- 
sion **  at  any  fime  thereafter"  is  to  be  qualified,  as  meaning  any 
time  within  the  period  allowed  by  the  statute  of  limitation. 

It  seems  agreed  on  all  hands,  that  the  statute  of  limitation  would 
not  run  upon  the  plaintiffs  remedy  so  long  as  the  defendant  remain- 
ed in  custody  on  the  execution.  This  results  from  common  and 
well  established  principles  applicable  to  all  statutes  of  limitation. 
Whether  we  consider  the  statute  of  proceeding  upon  the  presump- 
tion of  payment  or  as  an  arbitrary  rule  of  policy,  intended  to  com- 
pel a  speedy  inforcement  of  all  claims,  and  as  shuttiug  the  door 
upon  the  litigatioa  of  such  as  are  stale,  is,  in  this  respect,  unimpor- 
tant. On  the  one  hand,  no  presumption  of  payment  can  arise, 
while  the  debtor  is  in  custody  upon  the  execution,  and  on  the  oth- 
er hand  the  statute,  as  a  rule  of  policy,  could  with  no  propriety  be 
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enforced^'against  a  creditor  guilty  of  no  negligence,  but  'diligently 
pursuing  his  legal  remedy. 

At  the  same  time,  the  statute  could  attach  to  the  remedy  by" 
debt  or  «aV(5ybcio5,onlyTrom*the"time'when  the  cause  of  action  ac- 
crued, which  must  necessarily  be  after  the  debtor  has  been  discharg- 
ed from  imprisonment.  In  this  case  however  the  cause  of  action 
arose  immediately  upon  the  discharge  of  the  defendant  in  Septem- 
ber 1826,  and  ihe  present  writ^vvas  not  sued  out  untilJanuary  1835, 
a  perioQ][of  more  than  eight  years  thereafter.  The  plaintiff's  ac- 
tion is  therefore  barred  by  the  statute,  if  the  statute  be  applicable 
at  all  to  such  a*case. 

A  literal  construction  of  the  statute  for  the  relief  of  poor  debt- 
ors would,  if  taken  without  reference  to  other  statutes  upon  the 
3ame^subject,^exclud«*this  case*  altogether  from  the  operation  of 
the  statute2of  limitation.  But  it  is  a  settled  rule  of  construction, 
that  all  statutes  in  pari  materia /jBire  to  be  taken  together,  in  ascer- 
taining the'intent  of  the  legislature.  Both  the  statutes  in  question 
are  part  of  the  compilation  of  1797,  and  it  has  been  held,  and 
with  great  propriety,  that  the  several  acts  of  this  compilation  are  to 
be  considered  as^  passed  simultaneously,  having  no  priority  in  point 
of  time,  but  constituting  parts  of  one  general  system. — See  Ashly 
vs.  Harrington,  1  D.  Chip.  348.  The  words  of  the  statute  of 
limitation  are  as^geueral  and  unqualified  as  those  of  the  act  above 
alluded  to.^  Nothing  therefore  is  gained  by  resorting  to  a  literal 
interpretation  on  either  side.  The  words  "at  any  time  thereafter," 
in  our  statute,^are  no  more  comprehensive  than  the  words,  "  all 
actions  of  debt  or  scire  Jacias  on  judgment,"  in  the  other;  and  the 
want*of  any  quali6cation  or  exception,  in  one  case,  affords  no  stron- 
ger ground  of  argument  than' the  like*want  of  qualification  or  ex- 
ception on  tbe'oiher.*^  The  true  mode  of  interpreting  these  acts  is, 
to  consider  them  as  qualifying  each  other.  The  provision  that  the 
judgment  notwithstanding  such  discharge,  shall  remain  good  and 
effectual  in  law,  as  against  any  estate  which,  may  then,  or  at  any 
ime  thereafter,  belong  to  the  debtor,  is  to  be  taken  as  subject  to 
such  general  regulations,  as  by  law  attach  to  the  remedy  by  action 
of  debt  or  scire  facias,  and  among  others  to  the  limitation  in  point 
of  time  to  bringing  the  action.  On  the^other  hand,  this  provision 
qualifies  the^statute^of  limitation,  so  far  as  to  suspeijd  the  operation 
of  that  statute,  until,  by  means  v  f  the  discharge  of  the  debtor  from 
imprisonment,  the  remedy  woul  accrue.— See  Baxter  vs.  Tucker^ 
1  D.  Chip,  353. 
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Fk  AN  KLIN, 
January^ 

1836. 
Femes 

Barlow. 
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Franklin, 

January^ 
1836. 
Ferriss 

Barlow. 


The  obvious  purpose  of  this  provision  was  to  remove  the  tech- 
nical bar  growing  out  of  the  imprisonment  of  the  debtor,  which,  at 
common  law,  is  a  legal  satisfaction  of  the  debt*  This  being  its 
manifest  object  and  purpose;  we  are  not  at  liberty  to  consider  it  as 
intended  to  create  an  exception  to  the  statute  of  limitation.  The 
provision  contains  no  reference  to  that  statute,  nor  does  it  provide 
that  the  action  of  debt  may  at  any  time  thereafter  be  brought.  It 
merely  subjects  the  property,  which  the  debtor  may  then  have,  or 
may  afterwards  acquire,  to  the  operation  of  the  judgment;  and 
the  most  which  can  be  contended  for  is,  that  the  judgment  shall  be 
effectual,  to  be  enforced  against  the  property  of  the  debtor,  in  the 
same  manner,  as  if  the  person  of  the  debtor  had  not  been  dischar- 
ged. 1  here  is  no  reason  for  supposing  that  it  was  intended  to  place 
such  judgment  upon  a  peculiar  footing,  or  to  exempt  it  from  the 
action  of  general  statutes.  The  argument  drawn  from  the  suppo- 
sition that  the  debtor  remains  in  jail  during  the  whole  period  of 
the  statute,  is  answered  by  the  decision,  that  the  statute  begins  to 
run  only  from  the  time  of  discharge. 

The  judgment  of  the  county  court  is  reversed,  and  judgment 
that  the  replication  is  insufficient. 


Frankuh, 

January^ 
1836. 


Thomas  Chamberlain  vs,  W.  Hopps  and  W.  Hopps,  Jr. 

Dolivery  is  oueotial  to  the  Talidity  of  a  promitiory  note. 

The  maker  of  a  promissory  noto  takes  it  from  the  holder,  for  the  purpose   of 


obtainig  the  signilure  of  a  surety, 
cipal  refused  to  re.deliver  the  note, 
note. 


Another  sif  ns  as  surety,  but  the  pria. 
The  surety  is  not  liable  to  a  suit  on  the 


This  was  an  action  of  assumpsit  upon  two  promissory  notes 
described  in  the  declaration. — Plea,  general  issue. 

The  plaintiff  in  support  of  bis  daclaration  offered  to  prove  that 
the  notes  in  question  were  executed  by  the  defendant  for  a  certain 
piece  of  hnd.  That  the  defendant,  William  Hopps  Jr.  called  on 
the  plaintiff  who  resides  in  Burlington  and  concluded  a  trade  with 
him'for  the  land.  Upon  that  occasion  the  plaintiff  executed  his 
bond  to  the  defendant  William  IJopps  Jr.  conditioned  to  deed  the 
land  to  said  Hopps  upon  the  payments  of  the  notes  in  question — 
and  at  the  same  time  the  said  Hopps  Jr.  exebuted  the  notes  in  ques- 
tion. That  the  plaintiff  proposed  to  said  Hopps  Jr.  to  procure 
the  other  defendant  William  Hopps  to  sign  said  notes  as  surety, 
which  Hopps  Jr.  agreed  to  do,  and  the  plaintiff  handed  saiii  notes 
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10  the  said  Hopps  Jr.  for  that  purpose.     And  thereupon  Hopps  Jr.     FRiPfKLiii, 
executed  the  following  receipt  to  the  plaintiff  for  the  two  notes     ^Tm.^' 
together  with  other  notes  therein  descrihed  executed  and  delivered  ^»»a«nberiam 
by  said  Hopps  Jr.  at  the  same  time  and  for  the  same  purpose.  w.  Hnp|w& 

W.  Hopps  Jr. 

"  Builinj^ton,  March  16th,  1833. 
"  Received  of  T.  Chamberlain  twelve.^otes  purporting  to  be 
notes  against  William  Hopps  Jr.  and  Willlartn  Hopps  and  signed  by 
William  Hopps  Jr.jhese  notes  are  received  for  the  purpose  of  ob- 
taining the  signature  of  William  Hopps,  which  I  agree  to  obtain, 
and  return  the  notes  of  T.  Chamberlain  by  the^lst  day  of  May 
next.  Said  notes  all  bear  date  March  16th  1833,  six  of  them  are 
for  one  hundred  dollars  each,  and  one  of  $36,00,  one  of  ,$30,00, 
one  of  $24,00,  one'of  $  16,00,  one  of  $  1 2,00,  and  one  of  $6,00. 
(Signed  by)  WILLIAM  HOPPS,  Jr." 

That  said  Hopps  Jr.  took  the  notes  and  within  the  time  speci- 
fied in  the  receipts  presented  the  same  to  said  Wiliiam  Hopps  and 
procured  bis  signature  thereto.  That  said  Hopps  Jr.  again  took 
the  notes  into  his  possession  and  still  holds  the  same,  and  also  that 
said  defendant  was  served  with  notice  to  produce  the  same  on  trial. 
To  the  introduction  of  this  proof  the  defendant  objected  and  the 
same  was  rejected  by  the  court  as  insufficient  to  entitle  the  plaintiff 
to  recover. 

The  plaintiff  excepted  to  this  decision  of  the  court  below  upon 
which  the  cause  was  ordered  here  for  revision. 

H.  R.  Beard  shy  for  plaintiff. — Whether  the  present  action 
can  be  sostained  depends  upon  the  question,  whether  the  testimony 
offered  was  sufficient  to  show  a  delivery  of  the  notes  by  both  de- 
fendants— if  it  was,  we  are  not  aware  of  any  other  principle  of 
law,  which  can  interpose  to  prevent  a  recovery. 

It  appears  by  the  case  that  William  Hopps  Jr.  executed  and  de- 
livered the  notes  in  question  to]^the  plaintiff  at^urlington — that  af- 
ter the  execution  and  delivery  of  said  notes  the  plaintiff  proposed 
to  said  Hopps  to  procure  the  signature  thereto  of  William  Hopps, 
his  father,  as  surety.  This  William  Hopps  Jr.  undertook  to  do, 
and  the  notes  were  handed  hy  the  plaintiff  to  him  for  that  purpose. 

It  is.believed  no  doubt  can  exist  that  here  was  a  perfect  execu- 
tion and  delivery  by  William  Hopps  Jr.  the  contract  was  complete 
in  all  its  parts  and  the  rights  and  liabilities  of  the  parties  become 
fixed. 

2.  The  next  question  is  whether  the  facts  offered  to  be  proved, 
are  sufficient  as  to  constitute  a  delivery  as  to  William  Hopps. 

The  case  shows  that   William  Hopps  Jr.  in   pur^uance  of  his 
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Franklin,   agreement  with  the  plaintifT  took  the  notes  and  presented  them  to 

l^^^'      William  Hopps  for  his  signature,  and  that  he  signed  and  delivered 

Chamberlain    them  lo  the  Said  Willum  Hopps  Jr.  Now,  if  William   Hopps  Jr. 

w  Hopps  &  could  act  as  the  agent  for  the  plaintiS  in  this  business,  certain  it  is, 

opps   ^  jIjjj^  ^i^g  execution  of  ilie  notes  by  William  Ho|)ps  and  delivery  to 

William  Hopps,  Jr.  wa?  in  conlemplalion  of  law  a  delivery  to  ilje 

plaintiff,  und  upon  such  delivery  the  notes  look  effect  as  to  both 

defendant  and  a  liability  at  once  attached. 

This  then  leadagto  the  only  remaining  consideration,  namely, 
whether  the  plaintiff  could  legally  constitute  William  Hopps  Jr. 
his  agent  for  this  purpose. 

We  are  uniible  to  distinguish  this  from  any  other  common  case 
of  agency — and  are  not  aware  of  any  principle  or  rule  of  law  ap- 
plicable to  this,  which  would  not  obtain  in  every  other  case. 

At  the  time  William  Hopps  Jr.  executed  and  delivered  the  notes 
to  the  plaintiff  his  obligation  became  perfect,  and  as  to  him,  noth- 
ing remained  to  be  done.  The  plaintiff  could  as  well  employ  him 
as  his  agent  as  any  other  person. 

Smalley  and  Adams  for  defendants, — This" action  being  found- 
ed on  the  joint  promissory  notes  of  the  defendants  the  plaintiff  is 
bound  to  prove  a  joint  liability  upon  both  or  he  cannot  recover. 

One  signer  of  a  promissory  note  cannot  be  constituted  the  agent 
of  the  payee  to  accept  the  delivery  of  a  note  from  his  co-signer  so 
as  to  make  the  note  valid  until  delivered  to  the  payee  or  his  agent 
because  he  cannot  at  the  same  time  act  as  principal  and  agent  in 
the  same  transaction. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 
Phelps,  J. — It  is  admitted  that  the  plaintiff  must  prove  a  joint 
contract  in  order  to  recover.  The  note  in  question  when  deliver- 
ed to  the  plaintiff  was  the  note  of  Hopps  Jr.  only.  It  was  subse- 
quently delivered  to  him  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  the  signature 
of  the  other  defendant.  It  was  signed  by  him,  but  never  re-deliv- 
ered to  the  plaintiff.  Did  it  then  ever  take  effect,  as  between 
these  pifties,  as  the  joint  note  of  the  two  defendants. 

We  think  not.  Although  upon  its  face  the  joint  note  of  the  two, 
yet  never  having  been  delivered  after  it  assumed  that  shape,  it 
never  took  effect  as  a  joint  contract.  Indeed  it  may  well  be  doubt- 
ed, whether  it  even  took  effect  as  the  several  contract  of  Hopps 
Jr.  If  we  consider  it  a  part  of  the  original  contract  that  the  notes 
were  to  be  signed  by  the  other  defendant  then  it  was  an  unfinished 
and  imperfect  security  in  the  hands  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  first  in- 
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stance,  and  when  delivered  to  the  defendant  was  wholly  inopera-*  ^ff*J^''* 
UFe.     If-then  it  was  never  delivered  in  the  shape  and  term^ contena^?     ^^^^  * 
pbted  by  the  original  contraci,  it  never  had  any  perfect  obligaCioiiiIchamiMriaiii 

If  we  consider  it  as  perfect  in  the  first  instance,  as  signed  only  ^  w.  u^  h 
by  Hopps  Jr.  and  as  being  all  the  contract  required,  it  would  be  ^'  ^•pi*^^- 
difficult  to  discover  upon  what  ground  the  liability  of  tBe  otlier  de- 
fendant could  rest ;  unless  upon  the  ground  of  an  actual  delivery 
of  the  notes  thus  signed  by  both,  which  might  indeed  import  a 
consideration,  and  thus  be  evidence  of  a  perfect  obligation* 

It  is  impossible  to  treat  Hopps  Jr.  as  holding  this  nof^,  thus  eat- 
ecuted  by  both  defendants,  as  the  agent  of  the  plaintiff^  witboat 
confounding  all  distinctions.  A  principal  in  a  contract  can  not  be 
in  the  nature  of  things  the  agent  of  the  other  party  in  respect  to 
that  contract.  The  contract  may  indeed  constitute  him  an  agent 
for  some  collateral  purpose,  but  the  essential  requisite  of  a  d^lun 
cry  of  such  a  secunty  is  not  to  be  evaded  by  such  a  supposition. 

We  consider  the  undertaking  of  Hopps  Jr.  to  be  substantially, 
to  procure  and  deliver  a  note  of  a  certain  description,  and  this  as 
a  part  of  the  original  contract  for  the  land.  His  refusal  to  deliver  > 
the  note  was,  in  effect,  a  refusal  to  complete  that  contract.  He  * 
may  perhaps  be  liable  for  such  refusal,  or  perhaps,  as  between  him 
and  the  plaintiff,  he  may  be  liable  in  trover  for  the  note.  But 
whatever  may  be  the  case  as  between  them,  the  plaintiff  can  have* 
DO  remedy  against  Hopps  Sen.  Further,  Hopps  the  elder  was  a 
surety  merely  for  his  son.  How  then  could  be  be  held,  if  bis 
principal  refused  to  deliver  the  joint  security  ?  And  if  made  lia-^ 
ble,  how  can  he  have  a  remedy  against  his  principal  ?  If  the  sig- 
nature of  the  iather  was  required  by  the  original  eontract,  the  son 
could  not  be  required  to  indemnify  him  unfess  he  chose  to  bind 
him  by  delivering  the  security  when  it  was  perfected.  If  it  was 
not  required  by  the  original  contract,  then  the  procuring  the  signa- 
ture of  the  father  was  a  mere  voluntary  courtesy  on  the  part  of 
the  son  which  he  was  not  bound  to  perform.  If  then  he  chose 
not  to  make  the  father  holden,  bow  can  it  be  said  that  the  ftither 
is  at  all  events  liable,  and  the  son  bound  to  indemnify  biro  ? 

We  are  of  opinion  that  the  evidence  was  rightly  rejected,  an4 
that  judgment  must  be  affirmed. 

Id- 
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''*iw'*  J^coB  B.  Clabx  vs.  Timotht  Foster. 

iSe?       'v 

A  peraon  usumhig  to  act  as  the  agent  of  another  without  authority  may  be 


^  /  .   made  liable  on  the  eontraot  ae  principal.    Or  if  the  nature  of  the  ease  da 
^    ^  not  admit  of  such  remedy  he  may  be  made  liable  for  all  damages  by  action 
on  the  oaae  at  for  a  deceit. 

Thne  annming  to  act  ia  prima  fade  fraudulent  and  the  plaintiff  need  only  ahow 
V       the  acting  as  agent  without  authority  and  his  damages  auatained  thereby. 

The  onuBprohandi  to  diaapproTe  the  fraud  is  on  the  defendant. 

This  was  a  special  actioB  on  the  case  for  deceit,  commenced 
against  the  defendant  Foster  and  one  John  Taylor  against  whom 
a  nan  est  intienttu  setura  was  made  by  the  Sheriff. — Flea,  general 
issue. 

The  declaration  alleges  that  the  plaintiff  was  the  owner  of  a 
piece  of  land  in  St.  Albans,  and  the  defendant  and  said  Taylor  as- 
suming to  be  agents  and  attomies  of  one  Joseph  Weeks,  and  false- 
ly pretending  that  they  were  duly  authorised  by  Weeks  to  pur- 
chase the  premises  for  him,  and  execute  a  mortgage  deed  for  the 
security  of  the  purchase  money,  the  plaintiff  deeded  the  land  in 
question  to  said  Weeks  and  took  of  the  defendant  and  Taylor  a  cer- 
*  tain  note  in  payment  agaitist  Luke  Sealey  and  Nathaniel  Bowker, 
and  for  the  security  of  the  said  note  the  defendant  and  Taylor  as 
agents  and  atlomies  of  Weeks  mortgaged  back  the  premises  in 
question  to  the  plaintiff,  the  condition  of  which  mortgage  was  that 
tke  said  note  should  be  paid  or  collected  by  due  course  of  law  ; 
that  the  note  was  never  paid,  Sealey  having  left  the  state,and  Bow- 
ker having  sworn  out  of  jail  in  a  suit  upon  said  note  ;  that  the  plain- 
tiff brought  a  bill  in  chancery  to  foreclose  the  mortgage  against  said 
Weeks  which  was  dismissed  on  the  ground  that  the  defendant  and 
Taylor  bad  no  authority  from  Weeks  to  execute  said  mortgage. 

Upon  the  trial  of  the  case  it  appeared  that  nothing  had  been 
realized  by  the  plaintiff  on  the  note  against  Sealey  and  Bowker. 
It  further  appeared  that  for  some  days  previous  to  the  execution  of 
said  mortgage  a  negotiation  had  been  on  foot  between  said  Weeks 
and  tbe  plaintiff  relating  to  the  transfer  of  real  estate  and  other 
business  connected  therewith— that  Weeks  was  very  bw  with  a  fit 
of  sickness;  and  that  in  consequence  of  his  inability  to  transact 
business  in  person,  he  executed  to  tbe  defendant  and  Taylor  a  pow- 
er of  attorney.     This  power  was  conceded  to  be  invalid. 

No  evidence  was  given  tending  to  show  that  any  conversation 
passed  between  the  plaintiff  and  bis  counsel  and  tlie  defendant  pre- 
vious to  the  execution  of  the  mortgage  relative  to  the  giving  of 
said  mortgage  or  to  the  contract  evidenced  thereby,  or  to  the\x- 


Digi!ized  by  Google 


OF  THE  STATE  OF  VERMONT. 

tent  of  defendant's  powe»  as  attorney  of  Weeks.     It  appeared 
that  tbe  treaty  was  conducted  whh  Taylor — and  thatafter  the  terms 
were  settled,  and  tbe  mortgage  drawn  tbe  defendant  was  called  on" 
by  Taylor  and  joined*  in  executing  tbe  mortgage. 

The  defendant  baving  discharged  Weeks  caUed  fain  as  a  wit- 
ness, and  ofiered  to  prove  tbat  in  conversation  between  Weeks  and 
the  plaintiff  ki  relation  to  tbe  business  aforesaid  a  few  days  previous 
to  tbe  execution  of  said  mortgage  it  was  understood  and  expressly 
agreed — tbat  tbe  plaintiff  should  take  tbe  note  agunst  Sealy  and 
Bowker  at  bis  own  risk  and  witbost  any  guaranty  or  security 
whatever.  This  evidence  was  objected  to — and  the  court  decided 
tbat  if  the  evidence  was  to  be  followed  with  any  proof  going  to 
show  that  the  plaintiff  obtained  tbe  mortgage  by  means  of  any 
Use  account  of  tbe  previous  understanding  between  himself  and 
Weeks,  it  would  be  admissible  but  otherwise  not ;  and  it  not  being 
pioposed  to  furnish  any  such  additional  proof  the  witness  was  ex- 
cluded. 

The  plaintiff  also  gave  evidence  of  the  costs  incurred  by  biro  in 
tbe  chancery  suit  aforesaid,  and  of  tbe  costs  tecovered  by  Weeks 
therein  and  paid  by  the  plaintiffs—to  the  aUowanoe  to  whkb  in  this 
action  ibe  defendant  objected. 

The  court  decided  and  charged  tbat  tbe  plaintiff  was  entitled  to 
recover.  Verdict,  for  plaintiff  for  $  170,66,  being  for  tbe  judgment 
ind  committing  fees  against  Bowker  and  tbe  cost  in  chancery  afore- 
said with  interest  thereon.  To  these  decisions  tbe  defendant  ex- 
cepted. 

A.  and  A.  O.  Aldis  for  plaintiff. — 1.  Tbe  agent  who  as- 
sumes an  authority  be  has  not,  or  who  exceeds  h'ls  authority  so  tbat 
bb  principal  is  not  bound,  makes  himself  personally  liable. — 2 
Kent  Comm^  630  and  cases  there  cited. — 8  Mass.  189. 

2.  For  such  unlawful  assumption  of  authority  tbe  agent  b  liable 
in  a  special  action  on  the  case,  and  in  such  action  it  is  not  necessa- 
ry to  show  actual  fraud  on  the  part  of  the  agent. — S  Kent  Comm. 
631-2-— 11  Mass.  97  Ironj^  vs.  Co6um.~16  Mass.  461  BaUau 
vs.  Talbot.— 2  Greenleaf  14. 

3.  The  mortgage  is  in  legal  form  and  would  have  bound  Weeks 
if  tbe  agent  bad  authority  to  execute  it. — 11  Mass.  96  (as  above.) 
—Pal.  on  Ag.  152-3.— 1  Liv.  on  Ag.  105.— 2  East.  142  mUis 
FS.  Bach. 

4.  Tbe  mortgage  was  ofiered  to  show  tbe  fact  of  the  unlawful 
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;assumption  of  authority,  and  being  offered  for  this  purpose  it  is  im- 
imaterinl  whether  it  was  in  legal  form  or  not. 

Clark  A.  The  plaintiff  is  not  bound  to  show  what  passed  between  T\iy- 

r«it#r.      ^^f  ^^^  Foster,  or  between  them  and  Weeks. 

•6.  That  previous  to  the  execution  of  the  mortgage  the  plaintiff 
;bad  made  a  different  agreement  with  the  principal  from  that  which 
;he  finally  made  with  the  agent  does  not,  by  itself  alone,  show  fraud 
on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff.  This  change  in  the  contract  might 
ibave  happened  honestly,  and  if  so  the  law  will  not  presume  fraud. 
Had  Clark  arranged  the  ivbole  contract  with  Weeks  except  the 
mmre  execution  of  the  writings,  and  then  refused  to  proceed  farther 
unless  the  agent  would  consent  to  this  change,  it  would  not  have 
been  firaud. 

7.  The  costs  of  the  bill  of  foreclosure  ibrm  a  part  of  our  dama- 
ges, as  plaintiff  was  led  to  adopt  that  remedy  by  their  unlawful 
assumption  of  authority. 

8.  The  amount  of  the  notes  not  paid  or  collected,  and  which 
the  mortgage  was  intended  to  secure  is  also  a  part  of  plaintiff's  dam- 
.ages.— 1 1  Wend.  485,  Feeter  vs.  Heath.     For, 

1st.  Weeks  is  not  personally  liable.  The  mortgage  was  to  se- 
cure the  payment  or  collection  of  debts  on  which  Weeks  was  not 
liable.  No  writing  was  executed  to  plaintiff  from  the  agent  except 
the  mortgage  deed. — 5  Mass.  11,  Banorgee  vs.  J9bvey.^-4  Kent 
Comm.  145;-— 1  Pow.  Mort.  16,  Note  2. 

St.  £ven  if  there  be  a  remedy  against  Weeks  the  plaintiff  ought 
^till  to  have  this  action  against  the  agent. 

The  mortgage  was  the  main  inducement  to  the  contract,  the  land 
ibeing  a  certain  and  ample  security.  To  Week's  personal  respon- 
sibility alone  plaintiff  would  not  have  trusted.  Now,  if  by  defend- 
ant's wrongful  assumption  of  authority  this  certain  security  has  (ail- 
ed the  plaintiff,  the  defendant  should  make  it  good  and  not  turn 
plaintiff  over  to  another  and  uncertain  remedy. 

3.  It  is  right  as  between  plaintiff  and  defendant,  that  the  defen* 
dan t,  who  has  deprived  plaintiff  of  his  certain  remedy  for  an  un- 
certain one,  should  himself  be  obliged  to  resort  to  .this  uncertain 
remedy. 

Mr.  SoUih  far  defendant, — ^The  defendant  contends  that  the 
deed  executed  by  the  defendant  and  .John  Taylor,  ought  not  to 
have  been  admitted  to  go  in  evidence  ,to  the  Jury. 

1.  Because  there  is  no  evidence  in  the  case  that  Weeks  either 
iby  himself  or  by  his  attoroies  ever  made  a  contract  with  the  plain-^ 
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tiff  whereby  the  ulcimate  collection  of  said  demands  against  Bow-    ^  ao^""* 

ker  and  Sealy  was  warranted.   The  deed  itself  cannot  be  consider-       ">- 

-ed  a  oontract  of  warranty,  and  in  no  other  liglit  than  a  pledge  or  se-  ciaA 
curity,  to  ensure  the  fulfilment  of  a  pre«existing.  contract. — 19  Fmim. 
Jobo.  R«  60,  Randall  vs.  Van  Vecten. 

2.  But  if  tbe  deed  can  be  regarded  as  the  contract  of  warranty 
in  iiMelfy  then  it  is  binding  on  Weeks  as  such,  although  void  so  far 
forth  as  relates  to  tbe  security.  And  the  suit  should  have  been 
brought  against  Weeks  on.tbe  contract  of  warranty  in  as  much  as 
tbe  power  of  attorney  fioin  Weeks  would  authorise  tbe  defendant 
aad  Taylor  to  make  such  contract. 

When  tbe  agent  discloses  bis  principal,  and  tbe  power  under 
wbicb  be  acts,  be  can  in  no  ease'  be  made  personally  liable.-^B 
Slarkie's  Ev.  1619. 

But  if  tbe  defendant  is  made  liable  on  tbe  grotnd  that  be  trai^ 
cended  his  authority,  tbe  remedy  is  by  an  action  on  the  covenants 
in  said  deed.— 7  Con.  R.  320.---13  John.  R.  307. 

3.  Neither  tbe  deed  itself  or  taken  in  connection  with  any  testi- 
mony in  tbe  case,  tended  in  tbe  least  degree  to  show  any  fraud  on 
tbe  piurt  of  Foster.    .Thi^  action  sounds  in  tort,  and  no  acts  or  dec- 
larations of  Taylor  could  make  Foster  liable.     Ail  that  was  said,  or  x 
done  in  relation  to  the  business    was  wholly  between  the  plaintiff 

and  Taylor.     Foster,  was  only  called  in  and  silently  signed  the  deed 
which  tbe  plaintiff  had  got  prepared. 

Again.  The  plaintiff  knew  that  the  defendant  could  not  with- 
out a  power  of  attorney  to  that  effect,  execute  a  valid  deed  against 
Weeks.  The  power  of  attorney  under  which  the  defendant  acted 
was  recorded  in  the  town  clerk's  office  in  St.  Albans.  Hence  the 
plaintiff  was  as  fully  apprized  as  to  the  nature  and  extent  of  the 
defendant's  agency  as  was  the  defendant  himself.  The  plaintiff  had 
precisely  the  same  means  to  enable  him  to  judge  of  the  authority 
conferred  by  the  power  of  atiomey  as  the  defendant  bad.  The 
plaintiff  and  defendant  might  and  probably  did  act  under  a  mistake 
as  to  tbe  power  of  attorney  from  Weeks,  and  if  so,  it  would  at  tbe 
most  make  the  defendant  liable  as  in  a  case  when  the  agent  trans- 
cends his  authority,  but  could  in  no  wise  make  bim  liable  on  tbe 
ground  of  having  practiced  a  fraud  on  tbe  plaintiff.— «17  John.  R. 
555-6,  Skinner  vs.  Dayton,  do.  559,  666,  567-8,  do.  569. 

4.  It  is  contended  that  the  court  erred  in  excluding  tbe  testi- 
mony of  Weeks.  Had  the  suit  been  against  Weeks  or  even  against 
Foeter  and  Taylor  on  the  contract  of  warranty  on  the  covenants  rn 

'  said  deed,  then  there  might  have  been  some  propriety  m  excluding 
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^^jmS""'   ^^^^  evidence  as  was  offered   unlesi  "followed  tip  toitk  evidence 
tending  to  prove  that  the  plaintiff  obtained  the  mortgage  by  means 


oiark       of  any  false  account  of  the  previoxu  undertianding  between  him- 

v^m.      ^'If  ^^d  Weeks:' 

But  if  it  be  true  as  the  defendant  offered  to  prove  that  the  con- 
tract in  relation  to  the  defnand]|againstBowker  and  Sealey  was  noade 
between  the  plaintiff  and  Weeks  himself,  and  that  by  the  terms  of 
said  contract  the  plaintiff  was  to  take  that  demand  in  part  payment 
for  the  property  sold  to  Weeks  at  his  o«m  risk,  how  is  the  plaintiff 
defrauded  by  the  execution  of  the  deed  by  the  defendant  (which 
although  as  against  Weeks  is  void)  but  which  purported  to  secure 
to  the  plaintiff  the  fulfilment  of  a  contract  of  warranty  which  hi 
(act  was  never  entered  into ;  neither  was  Clark  entitled  by  the 
terms  of  the  contract  for  the  sale  of  the  property  to  any  guarantee 
of  the  collection  of  that  demand. 

Again.  The  mortgage  deed,  if  palmed  upon  the  plaintiff  by 
fraudulent  representations  of  the  defendant,  as  it  only  effected  the 
plaintiff's  ultimate  security,  could  not  operate  as  an  injury  to  the 
plaintiff,  only  in  the  event  that  Weeks  should  prove  insolvent  and 
unaUe  to  pay.  Hence  that  fact  should  have  been  alleged  and 
proved  by  the  plaintiff,  in  order  to  entitle  him  to  recover  of  defen- 
dant. 

Lastly.  It  appears  from  the  papers  referred  to  that  the  plain- 
tiff prior  to  the  commencement  of  this  suit  had  parted  with  all  his 
interest  by  an  assignment  of  the  mortgage  deed,  and  all  sums  men- 
tioned in  the  proviso  to  one  Lewis  M.  Wharton :  consequently  he 
cannot  maintain  this  action. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 
Phelps,  J.-«-It  seems  to  be  well  settled,  that  a  person  assum- 
ing to  act  as  the  agent  of  another,  without  authority  from  his  sup- 
posed principal,  becomes  personally  liable.  '  And  it  has  been  often 
held,  that  he  may  be  treated  as  a  principal  party  to  the  contract, 
and  made  responsible  as  such. 

Tliere  are  cases  however,  in  which  from  the  nature  of  the  trans- 
action, this  remedy  would  be  unavailable  to  the  party  injured.  So 
m  this  case,  if  the  defendent  is  treated  as  a  principal  in  the  con- 
tract, yet,  the  object  of  the  contract  being  to  create  a  security  up- 
on the  real  estate  of  Weeks,  the  supposed  principal,  no  redress  in 
this  way  could  be  bad.  The  rule  therefore  would  not  aid  the  de- 
fective security  ;  for  if  Foster  made  the  mortgage  as  principal,^  it 
would  not  bind  the  land  of  Weeks. 
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The  plaintiff  has  therefore  resorted  to  bis  action  on  the  caAe, 
counting  upon  the  deceit./  There  is  no  doubt,  that  assuming  to 
act  as  the  agent  of  another,  without  authority  for  that  purpose,  is, "" 
generally  speaking,  fraudulent  in  itself.  If  the  party  represents 
that  he  has  authority,  knowing  that  he  has  not,  it  is  morally  as 
well  as  legally  fraudulent.  In  the  eye  of  the  law,  the  assuming  to 
act  is  equivalent  to  such  a  representation,  and  if  the  party  have  no 
authority,  and  the  other  party  contract  with  him  supposing  that  he 
has  such  authority,  the  effect  is  fraudulent.  And  where  the  case 
does  not  admit  of  a  remedy  by  enforcing  the  contract  against  the 
supposed  agent,  as  in  effect  the  principal,  the  party  is  necessarily 
driven  to  his  action  for  the  deceit.' 

The  only  serious  question  which  can  arise,  is  as  to  the  burthen 
of  proof.  But  we  are  of  ophiion,  that  assuming  to  act  as  agent  in 
such  case  is  prima  facia  fraudulent — that  the  plaintiff  need  show 
no  more  than  such  an  assumption  without  competent  authority,  and 
that  the  onus  probandi  lies  on  the  defendant  to  rebut  the  presump- 
tion of  fraud. 

It  is  true  however,  that  fraud  must  be  shown,  in  order  to  sustaia 
this  action.  Where  therefore  the  agent  discloses  his  authority,  and 
the  parties  are  misled  by  a  mutual  misapprehension  of  the  law  as 
to  the  extent  of  that  agency,  an  action  for  deceit  most  clearly  would 
not  lie. 

It  is  on  this  principal,  that  persons  acting  as  public  agents  are 
not  personally  bound  if  they  transcend  their  authority.  Aad  so  in 
this  case,  had  the  power  of  attorney  been  exhibited  to  the  plain- 
tiff, I  for  one,  should  have  held  it  a  mistake  in  point  of  law  as  to 
the  effect  of  that  instrument.  But  the  case  does  not  disclose  that 
the  plaintiff  was  made  acquainted  with  the  tenor  of  that  instrument, 
or  bad  the  means  of  judging  of  the  extent  of  the  authority  confer- 
red by  it.  The  case  falls  within  the  general  rule  above  laid  down, 
and  the  presumption  of  law  is,  that  the  plaintiff  relied  upon  the 
representations  of  the  defendant.  The  recording  the  power  was 
no  legal  notice  to  the  plaintiff  of  its  contents.  It  became,  when 
recorded,  in  connexion  with  the  deed  executed  under  it,  evidence 
of  title,  so  far  as  it  went,  of  which  a  subsequent  purchaser  or  at- 
taching creditor  would  be  presumed  to  have  notice.  But  as  mere 
evidence  of  a  personal  agency,  as  between  these  parties,  there  was 
no  necessity  for  recording  it,  until  something  had  been  done  under 
it,  and  the  praintiff  cannot  be  supposed  to  look  to  the  town  record 
for  evidence  of  its  pur[>ort. 
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F»^m4if»  As  to  tlie  evictoooe  of  Waeks,  wbjcb  ^pvtt  ofiied  aad  Mjteled)  it 
im;  is  impossible  to  coDoeivei  hom  it  can  be  brougbt  to  bear  on  tbia 
^J^JjJ  controversy.  His  testimony  merely  went  to  show  tbat  he  made 
no  eontraet  to.  guarantee  the  note.  The  papers  b  the  case  show 
conclusively  tbat  the  defendant  did  subsequently  make  such  a  con- 
tract, profoasing  to  have  autbority  for  (hat  purpose,  and  the  com- 
plaint is,  thai  his  profession  was  &lse«  The  testimooy  of  Weeb 
tberelbre  if  received  would  not  vary  the  case.. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


FoiUr. 


FiiA«LiM,  Julias  H.  Rics  vs.  J.  and  A.  Claril. 


.The  court  haTB  no  power,  withont  the  eonient  of  the  parties,  to  enlarg^e  a  role 
AfroferiMMe. 

This  cause  being  referred  at  a  previous  term  of  the  county  court 
by  a  written  agreement  of  reference  and  the  referees  having  faiJed 
to  make  report  at  the  present  term,  the  defendant  now  moved  tbat 
%h%  cause  stand  for  trial  in  court,  contending  that  the  failure  of  the 
refcreep  to  make  report  at  the  present  term  operated  in  law  to  ^ter- 
minate  their  powers.  But  the  court  decided  (hat  by  force  of  the 
agreement  the  powers  of  the  referees  remained,  and  no  sufficient 
reason  being  shown  to  ioduce  the  court  to  discharge  them,  the 
eause  was  ordered  to  stand  for  a  report  at  the  next  term.  To 
which  decision  the  defendants  excepted.  Exceptions  allowed  and 
certi6ed. 

Smalley  and  Adams  and  Brown  for  defendants, — This  cause 
was  refered  by  the  order  of  court  and  agreement  of  parties  agree- 
able to  79tb  section  ot  the  judiciary  act.  That  act  after  providing 
for  the  return  and  acceptance  of  the  referees  goes,  on  to  say  ^'  if 
such  report  shall  not  be  allowed  and  accepted,  or  if  no. report  be 
made  as  aforesaid,  the  parties  may  again  refer  tho  cause,  or  the 
same  shall  be  open  for  trial  at  law  as  though  the  same  had  not  been 
refered. 

There  is  no  doubt  as  to  tjie  construction  of  this  act  in  ordinary 
eases.  If  no  report  is  made  at  the  term  to  which  the  report  is 
to  be  made  then  the  cause  miist  stand  open  for  trial  at  law  unless 
the  parties  at  the  time  otherwise  agree. .  The  court  have  no  pow- 
er further  to  continue  the  cause  for  the  report  of  the  referees.  The 
fule  to  referees  can  only  be   enlarged  by  agreement  of  parties. 
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Thitf  ooMtrietiofl  Ims  imilbraily  been  giveD  to  the  stafutc^,  aord  the   l^mcLA, 
uoivenal  pnioiioe  has  gone  upon  that  ground^  which  is  undoubted^      iS»& 
ly  the  true  one. 

But  the  case  sutes  that  bv  the  foice  of  the  agraement  therein 
referred  to,  the  powers  of  the  referees  remained. 

It  18  contended  that  nothing  contained  in  the  agreement  warrants 
such  a  construction.  It  is  a  simple  agreement  to  refer  the 
cause  with  other  matters  therein  specified,  without  any  contract  to 
extend  the  time  of  trial  and  report.  No  words  are  used  to  that 
e&ct,  nor  any  from  which  such  a  construction  can  be  drawn. 

The  parties  are  presumed  to  have  made  their  contract  with  a 
view  to  the  existing  laws,  and  the  agreement  must  be  construed 
npon  that  presumption. 

But  it  is  contended  that  an  express  agreement  that  the  rule 
should  be  enlarged  from  term  to  term,  would  not  alter  the  Case# 
Even  then  the  party  might  withhold  his  assent  to  the  enlargement 
of  the  rule,  and  the  court  would  be  bound  to  dismiss  the  referees. 
The  court  might  sustain  an  action  on  such  a  contract,  and  g^e  to 
the  party  injured  his  damages,  but  have  no  power  to  enforce  a  spe« 
cific  performance.  The  agreement  of  parties  may  be  the  founda- 
tion for  the  exercise  of  the  legal  powers  of  the  courts  but  can  neii- 
tber  enlarge,  or  restrain,  its  legitimate  authority. 

That  statute  says  if  no  report  is  made,  the  parties  may  again  re- 
fer the  cause,  or  it  shall  be  open  for  trial.  The  continltlance  of 
the  rule  must  therefore  depend  upon  the  present  not  the  past  agree- 
ment of  the  parties. 

JV.  i.  fFhitmore  and  Foster  for  plaintiff. — ^The  submission 
signed  by  the  parties  does  not  limit  the  time  in  which  the  referees 
should  repeat  ;  but  unconditionally  refers  the  cause  to  be  beard, 
tried  and  determined  by  the  referees,  and  report  thereof  to  be 
made  to  the  county  court.  And  by  order  of  court  the  caose  is  re- 
ferred agreeably  to  the  agreement  of  the  parties. 

A  submission  by  rule  of  court  is  irrevocable,  so  mu  ch  so  that  the 
plaintiff,  unless  the  rule  is  discharged  or  has  expired  by  its  own 
limitation,  without  being  executed,  cannot  discontinue  the  actioi) 
or  become  non-suit  without  the  consent  of  the  defendant. — 7  East. 
606.— 12  Mass.  47.-2  Vt.  R.  493.— Stat.  p.  81. 

The  most  favourable  construction  for  the  defendants  would  be, 
that  the  referees  were  bound  to  report  within  a  reasonable  time. 
And  what  shall  be  considered  reasonable  time  must  depend  upon 
the  circumstances  of  each  particular  case,  to  be  decided  by  the 
court  granting  the  rule;  from  which  decision  there  can  be  no  appeal. 
14 
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F*^«uir,  The  denial  of  the  tfefendant's  mofiMm  to  discharge  the  rale,  or 
mt  iiisttiiss  the  referees  was  the  mere  (SKetciie  of  the  (fiacretiooary 
Rie^  powers  of  the  county  court  over  which  this  court  can  have  no  cod- 
wol.— 2  Vt.  R.  498. 

The  denial  of  the  defendant's  motion  to  discharge  the  rule  was 
fopndied^t,  on  the  construction  given  to  the  submission  ;  secondly 
the  delays  of  the  referees  in  making  a  report  arose  from  the  con- 
tinuance, had  before  the  referees  at  the  request  of  defendants ;  and 
thirdly  the  defendants  had  consented  to  proceed  with  the  trial  be- 
fore. Ihe  referees  under  the  rule,  by  having  the  cause  on  their  own 
motion  postponed  for  trial  to  the  8th  day  of  June  following  the 
April  term  of  the  county  court  in  which  the  motion  to  discharge 
the  referees  was  made. 

.  The  statute,  page  81,  does  not  make  it  necessary  for  referees  to 
jopoit  at  the  first  term  ajler  the  cause  is  referred.  It  provides  thai 
the  referees  shall  make  report  to  the  court,  which  report  shall 
.be  allow? d  and  accepted  unless  sufficient  cause  be  shown  to  the 
contrary.  '^  But  if  such  report  shall  not  be  allowed  and  accept- 
ed, or  no  report  be  made,  the  parties  may  again  refer  the  cauce,  or 
,tbe  same  shall  be  open  for  trial  the  same  as  though  the  cause  bad 
never  been  referred."  This  was  intended  to  provide  for  cases 
wiiere  the  referees  refused  to  act  again,  so  that  no  report  could  be 
made,  or  where  the  report  should  be  set  aside. 

But  the  authority  of  the  referees  does  not  cease  on  the  coming 
m  of  their  report,  as  the  report  is  frequently  recommitted  to  them 
by  order  of  court.— 3  Vt.  R.  537. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 
Williams,  Ch.  J. — The  attention  of  the  court  has  been  con- 
fined to  a  single  question.  It  appears  that  these  parties  agreed*  to 
submit  their  controversies  to  reference,  that  a  rule  was  entered  into 
pnebably  at  the  April  term  of  the  county  court  in  1834.  The 
parties  had  previously  agreed  to  submit  the  matters  to  a  reference 
and  were  to  pay  the  stipulated  damages  of  $500  if  either  neglect- 
ed or  refused.  It  is  obvious  that  it  was  optional  with  each,  wheth- 
er they  were  to  enter  into  this  rule.  They  might  have  refused, 
and  paid  the  stipulated  damages.  The  court  could  not  have  enforc- 
ed the  reference,  under  the  agreement.  But  this  rule  was  entered 
into,  and  was  enlarged  from  September  term  1834,  to  April  tenn 
1835,  before  which  term  the  parties  and  referees  met  and  a  con- 
tinuance was  granted  by  the  referees  to  a  period  beyond  the   next 
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MWof  the  court.'  The  powoie  of  the  refissees .  were  Umited  to   ^*j£l«'*' 
leader  their  report  to  the  next  teroa  which  was  in  April.    It.would       ^^ 
tberefere  need  the  action  of  the  court,  either  with  or  without  the  *     Riee  * 
consent  of  the  parties  (if  they  would  act  without  such  consent,)  to       Q^k. 
eniai^  the  rule  so  as  to  continue  the  powers  of  the  referees  to  the 
time  to   which  they  adjourned.     Nothing  therefore  can  be  argued 
in  fiivorof  the  proceedings  of  the  county  court  in  this  case  from 
the  continuance  thus  granted.      It  may  ar|ue  a  degree  of  unlair- 
ness,  or  impropriety  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  thus  to  obtain 
this  continuance  and  then  object  to  the  enlarging  the  rule.     It  ap- 
pears that  the  defendant  at  the  April  term  did  object  tO'the  enlarge- 
ment of  the  rule  and  contended  that  the  failure  of  the  referees  to 
make  report  at  that  tenn,  operated  in  law  to  terminate  their  author- 
ity in  the  case.     But  the  court  determined  that  by  force*  of  the 
agreement  the  powers  of  the  referees  remained,  and  oideeed  ihe 
cause  to  stand  for  a  report  at  the  then  next  term.    The  qoeation 
now  is  whether  the  court  had  any  such  power. 

No  power  is  given  by  statute  to  the  court  to  order  a  rtferenoe^ 
l%e  submission  was  not  made  by  order  of  court';  but  by  agree- 
ment of  parties;  The  rub  in  aH  eases  of  refefshee  must  by  stat- 
ute be  made  returnable  to  some  t^m  of  the  cdert;  whether^  to  the 
next,  or  whether  it  may  be  made  returnable  to  a  tewil  beyond  the 
next  is  not  now  to  be  decided.  The  rule  when  made  iletevrnkMS 
the  extent  <rf  the  powers  of  the  referees.  The  court  canoot  ap- 
point the  referees  except  by  an  agreement  of  the  poties,  nor  make 
the  rule  returnable  at  a  different  tefm*  Every  enlaiigemest  of  the 
nde  is  in  effect  a  new  reference  and  requires  the  same  assent  ^of 
the  parties  as  is  required  to  make  the  submission  in  the  first  in- 
stance. The  statute  is  express  and  peremptory  that  if  no  report  is 
made,  the  parlies  may  again  refer  the  cause,  or  it  shall  stand  open 
fer  trial  at  law ;  but  does  not  say  that  the  court  may  again  refer  or 
enlarge  the  rule.  Now  although  it  may  be  and  probably  is  tree 
here  as  in  Massachusetts,  that  after  a  rule  of  reference  b  entered 
into,  the  party  cannot  revoke  the  submission  or  guBfer  a  noff4nit 
until  the  term  for  making  the  report  has  expired;  it  by  tpoimenis 
follows  that  the  party  is  compelled  to  submit  to  a  new  reference ; 
if  fiom  any  cause  he  becomes  dissatisfied,  and  prefers  a  trial  at 
law.  The  agreement  which  was  entered  into  bytliese  parties 
in  the  first  instance  was  not  one  which  the  court  was  either  to 
examine  or  enforce.  Notwithstanding  the  agreement,  if  either 
withheld  thwr  consent,  the  court  could  have  made  no  rule,  nor 
ixmld  they  enlarge  or  contuiue  it  contrary  to  the  wishes  of  the 
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^^^^'    parties  or  either  of  them  declared  ki  court.     The  uDiform  coo- 
iw.       stniction  of  the  statute  in  this  state  has  been  in  cooibrmity  to  the 
RiM        views  here  expressed.    The  court  have  exercised  nocoolral  over 
cSik,       a  reference  without  the  consent  of  the  parties. 

When  the  referees  have  complied  with  the  authority  given  them 
and  made  a  report,  the  courts  have  sometimes  recommitted  the 
same  for  amendment ;  but  this  is  only  for  the  purpose  of  having 
them  do  what  they  intended  to  do ;  but  never  was  considered 
as  giving  them  any  new  powers,  or  extending  their  powers,  or 
authorising  any  farther  hearing  of  the  parties.  The  report  after  it 
is  returned,  may  remain  with  the  court  for  several  terms,  for  the 
purpose  of  determining  whether  the  same  shall  be  accepted ;  but 
the  referees  can  do  nothing  further  when  the  rule  expires  by  the 
time  limited  therein  for  making  the  report. 

I  am  aware  of  the  decision  in  Massachusetts  and  a  still  stronger 
one  can  be  found  in  some  of  the  earlier  reports,  where  the  court 
on  the  ground  of  their  practice,  enlarged  a  rule  without  consent, 
treating  reports  of  referees  as  we  do  reports  of  auditors.  A  case 
of  this  kind  was  once  presented  to  the  supreme  court  on  a  ques- 
tion in  relation  to  the  powers  of  the  court  to  enlarge  a  rule.  The 
authority  however  was  not  considered  as  applicable  to  referees  in 
thb  state  and  the  decision  in  relation  to  the  power  of  the  court  was 
such  as  we  now  make. 

The  case  to  which  we  were  referred  found  in  the  9  Wendell 
480,  Bloor  vs.  Potter  et  aL  cannot  be  considered  as  any  author* 
ity  in  this  state.  In  New  York  the  courts  on  motion  and  affidavit 
that  a  cause  would  require  the  examination  of  a  long  account  may 
order  a  reference,  and  over  such  reference  they  exercise  a  control ; 
but  when  a  cause  has  been  referred  by  consent  they  disclaim  any 
authority  over  referees  chosen  by  consent.  Believing  that  the 
court  had  no  power  against  the  consent  of  the  parties  to  extend  the 
role  and  order  the  cause  to  stand  for  a  report  at  a  subsequent  term. 

The  judgment  of  the  county  court  must  be  reversed  and  the 
cause  remanded  to  county  court  for  trial  if  any  issues  of  fact  aro 
foaoed  or  returned  here  until  the  pleadings  are  closed, 
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Julius  H.  Rice  vs.  AsttcisY  Clark. 

If  mie  intrasted  with  property  for  a  partietilar  use,  which  beconiM  iinpraetica- 
Ub»  lend  the  property  to  enether  who  bed  knowledge  of  the  faota,  this  is  in  * 
hoth  a  conYersion  of  the  property. 

If  a  person  intrasted  with  property  for  a  partiealar  use  be  gailty  of  any  aboso 
of  the  property  in  that  ase,  he  is  not  on  that  account  liable  to  an  action  of 
tgjIL*     0 

This  was  an  action  of  trover  for  an  anchor. — Plea,  tbe  general 
issue. 

On  tbe  trial  in  the  county  court  the  plaintiff  proved  that  in  the 
fidi  of  1832,  one  Ephraim  Blodget,  was  sailing  a  boat  of  the  plaui' 
tiff'i,  on  board  of  which  the  anchor  in  question  was  used,  being  at 
that  tiaie  at  tbe  Isle  La  Mott.  The  defendant  applied  to  Blodget 
to  borrow  the  anchor  for  one  Sax  of  Chazy,  telling  Blodget  that  be 
had  borrowed  an  anchor  of  Sax,  which  was  on  board  of  bis  boat  then 
absent  at  Swanton,  and  that  said  Sax  had  sent  for  his  anchor  by 
one  Peters  who  was  then  present,  and  that  tbe  defendant  wished  to 
borrow  plaintiffs  anchor  for  Sax  to  use,  till  defendant's  boat  return- 
ed from  Swanton.  Blodget  told  tbe  defendant  he  might  take 
it  and  return  it  to  the  plaintiff.  The  defendant  took  tbe 
anchor  and  let  Sax  have  it  to  use.  In  the  month  of  February  fol- 
lowing tbe  plaintiff  sent  Blodget  to  tbe  Isle  La  Mott  to.  his  boat 
which  bad  been  there  wrecked  just  before  the  anchor  was  lent,  and 
abo  authorized  Blodget  to  sell  the  anchor  to  the  defendant,  or  to 
caU  OD  the  defendant  to  return  the  anchor.  Blodget  applied  to  the 
defendant  to  buy  tbe  anchor  which  defendant  declined  doing  and 
informed  Blodget  that  the  anchor  was  at  Sax  in  6hazy.  Blodg- 
et then  told  the  defendant  that  the  plaintiff  wbhed  him  to  return 
the  anchor.  In  the  summer  following  the  defendant  being  at 
SwantoD  the  plaintiff  also  requested  the  defendant  to  return  the  an- 
chor. It  also  appeared  that  in  the  spring  of  A.  D.  1833  said  an- 
chor was  seen  at  Chazy  and  at  Port  Kent,  both  flukes  then  being 
hiokeD  off,  and  that  the  anchor  bad  never  been  returned  to  the 
plaintiff.  The  court  decided  that  this  evidence  did  not  tend  to 
prove  a  conversion  of  the  anchor  by  tbe  defendant,  and  directed  a 
verdict  for  the  defendant. 

To  which  decision  tbe  plaintiff  excepted.     Exceptions  allowed 
and  certified. 

N.  S.  Whittemore  and  Foster  for  plaintiff . 

S.  S.  Brown  for  defendant. 

The  opinion  of  tbe  court  was  delivered  by 
Redticld,  J. — ^The  only  questiqn  in  this  case  is^  whether  the 
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Framkun,    testimony  given  bad  any  tendebcy  to  show  a  conversion  of  the 
1836.'       property  by  the  derendant.     It  is  very  well  settled  that  a  demand 
Rice        god  refusal,  wben  tbe  defendant  has  it  not  in  bis  power  to  deliver 
Clark.       the  property  is  no  evidence  of  conversion.— ^«Sbi/A  vs.    Young,  1 
Camp.  439.     In  the  case  referred  to  tbe  deed  which  was  the  sub- 
ject of  the  suit  had  been  by  defendant  put  into  tbe  bandsof  anat- 
torney  without  authority,  and  the  attorney  claimed  to  bola  it  Byil 
lien,  created  in  this  way  : — Whenever  the  plaintiff  in  an  action  of 
trover  relies  upon  showing  a  demand  and  refusal  as  evidence  of  a 
conversion,  be  must  always  accompany  it  by  showing  the  property 
in  the  possession  and  power  of  the  defendant  at  the  time  of  the 
demand.— 3  Stark.  Ev.  1497.— Bull.  N.  P.  44.-2  Saik.  441. 
In  this  case  it  was  not  attempted  to  show  that  the  defendant  had 
the  anchor  in  possession  at  the  time   of  tbe  demand. — 2  Saund. 
B.  47,  e.f.  and  notes. 

But  it  is  observable  that  this  anchor  belonged  to  plaintiff's  boat^ 
which  had  been  wrecked  on  the  lake,  of  which  one  Blodget  was 
master.  The  defendant  received  the  anchor  of  Blodgetj  saying 
:Bt  the  same  time  that  he  wished  it  for  one  Sax  at  Chazy  N.  Y. 
Tbe  anchor  was  carried  to  Sax,  and  by  him  put  to  use  and  in  tbe 
AJse  much  damaged.  The  only  question  here  is,  whether  Blodget 
liad  authority,  as  master  of  tbe  boat,  to  lend  the  anchor.  And  we 
have  no  hesitation  in  saying  he  had  not.  After  the  wreck  of  the 
boat,  it  was  his  duty  as  master  to  secure  tbe  fragments  of  tbe 
wreck  and  notify  the  owner^  but  he  had  no  authority  to  sell,  much 
less  to  lend  or  rent  any  portion  of  the  tackle  or  boat.  His  agency 
ihen  expired.  If  he  did  lend  or  sell  any  part  of  the  boat  without 
permission  from  the  owner  it  was  a  conversion  of  the  property, 
and  equally  a  conversion  in  the  defendant  who,  with  a  full  knowl* 
edge  of  all  tbe  facts,  hired  the  anchor  of  one  who  had  no  author- 
ity to  make  such  a  contract.  Taking  it  under  these  circumstances 
is  the  same  as  if  he  had  taken  it  by  way  of  trespass,  and  he  is 
clearly  liable  in  trover  unless  he  can  show  to  the  satisfaction  of  a 
jury,  that  the  plaintiff  either  gave  Blodget  permission  to  lend,  or 
subsequently  consented  to  the  loan.  There  was  some  testimony 
in  the  case  in  some  degree  tending  to  show  that  the  plaintiff  gava 
the  defendant  to  understand  by  his  conduct,  that  he  consented  to 
(he  contract  made  by  Blodget.  But  this  is  a  question  of  fact 
which  should  have  been  submitted  to  the  jury- — 2  Stark.  Ev.  1493, 

^  vs.  Hoy.— 4  Term  R.J  260.-*2  Saund.  B.  47,  f.  n.  Ic.— 

2  Camp.  335,  Wilkinson  vs.  King:— 2  Stait.  811.— I  Cowen. 
99^  I^dckwood  vs.  Bull.        » 
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Had  the  defendant  proved  authority  in  Blodget,  or  plaintiffi' 
subsequent  assent  to  the  contract,  he  would  then  have  become  a 
hailor  of  the  goods  for  use,  and  not  liable  in  trover  for  any  abuse 
ef  the  chattel  in  the  particular  use  for  which  it  was  tried.  The 
plaintiff's  remedy,  if  any  must  have  been  lost. — 3  Stark.  Ev. 
1493.— 2  Saund.  R.  47,  e.  f. 

*    The  judgment  of  the  county  court  is  reversed  and  a  new  trial 
granted. 


Ill 

FRANKLnr, 

Rice 

tw. 

Clark. 


Anorkw  Rubles  v$.  Jasper  Ch^vfee  et  al. 

If  the  defoDdant  in  a  suit  in  ohanoery,  brooght  to  forecloae  amortgage,  appearir 
claims  that  there  in  usury  io  the  aum  aocured  by  the  condition,  haa  theaame  ~ 
atricken  out  .by  the  maater  in  his  report  of  the  aum  due,  a  decree  paaaea  for 
tha  aom  actually  doe,  and  the  orator  takea  poaaesaion  of  the  preiniaea  mort. 
gaged,  he  cannot  maintain  an  action  of  ejectment  agaiD§t  tlie  orator  in  the 
bill,  or  tboae  claiming  under  biro*  on  the  ground  that  the  mortgage  was  void 
on  account  of  the  usury. 

This  was  ejectment  lor  land  in  Berkshire.  The  plaintiff  having 
proved  his  possession  and  actual  improvement  of  the  land  sued  for, 
commencing  about  thirty  years  ago  and  continued  by  him,  till  with- 
in two  or  three  years  past,  and  having  also  proved  (he  defendants, 
Chaffee  and  Goff,  in  possession  at  and  previous  to  the  commence- 
ment of  the  suit,  and  having  given  evidence  tending  to  show  that 
they  then  held  as  tenants  under  the  defendant  Childs,  Chaffee  be- 
ing the  immediate  tenant  and  Goff  holding  under  him,  rested  his 
case.  The  defendants  read  in  evidence  a  mortgage  deed  of  the 
premises  from  the  plaintiff  to  Seneca  Page,  acknowledged  and 
recorded  May  1,  1828,  conditioned  for  the  payment  of  a  promis- 
sory note  for  $500  and  another  for  $178,  together  with  said  notes. 
They  also  gave  in  evidence  the  record  and  papers  in  a  suit  in 
diancery  in  this  county  in  favor  of  Seneca  Page  against  the 
plaintiff  showing  a  foreclosure  of  said  mortgage  at  the  January 
term  of  said  court  1831.  They  also  offered  in  evidence  a  copy  of 
a  deed  certified  from  the  record  from  Page  to  the  defendant  Childs, 
dated  Fel^  23d  1833  to  which  the  plaintiff  objected  on  the  ground 
that  the  original  deed  should  be  presented,  and  said  copy  was 
therefore  rejected.  The  defendants  then  offered  to  read  in  evi- 
dence a  deed  of  the  premises  from  said  Seneca  Page  to  the 
defendant  Chaffee,  dated  October  8th  1834  to  which  the  plaintiff 
objected,  because  it  was  executed  after^the  suit  was  commenced  ; 
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Pi^^^NsuN,    but  the  court  overruled  the  objection  and  admitted  the  deed.     The' 

iS^ plaintiff  introduced  evidence  tending  to  prove  that  the   mortgage 

Rubiee  and  notes  were  given  for  a  pre-existing  debt  of  the  plaintiffi'  son 
Chaff«6.  for  which  the  plaintiff  was  holden  as  surety,  and  that  at  the  time 
of  their  execution,  it  was  required  by  Page  and  agreed  toby  plain- 
tiff and  son  that  six  per  cent  interest  on  the  amount  of  said  notes, 
for  the  time  they  had  to  run  over  and  above  the  interest  reserved 
on  them  should  be  paid  to  said  Page  in  advance,  and  that  the  same 
ivas  accordingly  paid  by  the  plaintiff  or  his  son.  The  plaintiff  con- 
tended that  by  reason  of  the  usury  aforesaid,  if  the  jury  should  find 
the  same,  said  mortgage  deed  and  notes  were  inoperative  and  void 
^  — -4ind  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover  back  the  land  not- 

withstanding said  foreclosure  in  chancery,  for  that  the  questioq  of 
usury  did  not  appear  to  have  been  adjudicated  in  that  suit;  but  the 
court  decided  that  the  foreclosure  of  said  mortgage  and  possession 
taken  under  it  were  to  be  regarded,  for  the  purpose  of  this  action 
as  a  payment  of  the  notes  and  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  now  avail 
himself  of  the  usury  alleged,  to  defeat  the  title  of  the  defendants. 
A  verdict  and  judgment  accordingly  passed  for  the  defendants ;  to 
which  decision  the  plaintiff  excepted.  Exceptions  allowed,  and 
the  cause  was  passed  to  the  supreme  court  for  revision. 

Mr.  Smith  for  plaintiff . 

Messrs.  Smcdley  and  Adams  for  defendant. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 
Williams,  Ch.  J. — It  appears  that  the  defendant  in  this  case 
is  in  possession  of  the  premises  demanded  under  Seneca  Page  to 
whom  the  plaintiff  conveyed  the  same  by  deed  of  mortgage.  The 
mortgage  was  foreclosed  by  a  decree  of  the  court  of  chancery  in 
1831. 

The  plaintiff  now  seeks  to  recover  on  his  original  title,  and  de- 
feat the  tide  of  Seneca  Page  on  the  ground  that  the  mortgage  was 
void,  as  usurious,  and  this  brings  in  question  the  effect  of  the  decree 
in  chancery.  Rubiee  the  present  plaintiff  appeared  in  the  suit  in 
chancery,  and  was  heard  on  the  decree. 

The  object  of  a  bill  of  foreclosure  is  to  extinguish  the  equita- 
ble right  of  a  mortgagor  and  to  obtain  a  satisfaction  of  the  debt 
secured  by  the  mortgage.  It  is  competent  for  the  defendant  to 
deny  the  legal  right  of  the  complainant,  and  to  avoid  the  security 
or  mortgage.  After  a  decree  of  foreclosure  a  defendant  in  the 
suit  in  chancery  should  not  be  at  liberty  to  impeach  the  legal  title 
on  any  ground  which  would  have  been  a  good  defence  to  the  bill, 
brought  to  obtain  the  foreclosure.     The  bill  is  founded  on  a  legal 
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title,  and  as  between  the  inunediate  parties  to  such  bill   atid  tho^e    ^^^^^^' 
daimiog  uoder  them  the  decree  must  od  this  poiut  be  conclusive  __  ^'. 
in  the  suit  in  chancery  instituted  by  Seneca  Page.     Mr.   Rublee      ^"^'^ 
the  plaintiff  in  thbsuit  appeared,  consented  to  a  decree  that  the      Cha'iee. 
bill  should  be  taken  as  confessed,  appeared  before  the  master,  ex- 
biUted  his  proof,  as  to  the  usury  contained  in  the  notes  mentioned  ; 
the  master  made  his  report  thereon,  a  decree  was  made  by  tlie  court 
expunging  horn  the  debt  what  were  claimed  or  proved  to  be  usu- 
rious,   and  a  decree  of  foreclosure  made  for  the  residue.      The 
plaintiff  in  this  suit  who  was  defendant  in  the  suit  in  chancery,  has 
therefore  had  an  opportunity  to  contest  the  legality  of  the  mortgage, 
and  waived  it  by  consenting  to  the  decree  that  the  bill  should^  be  ta- 
ken as  confessed,  has  claimed  and  had  the  benefit  of  having  the  usuri- 
ous part  of  the  debt  expunged,  and  for  the  sum  he  justly  owed,  a 
decree  has  passed  against  him.     This  subject  in  relation  to  the   le- 
gal title  of  the  plaintiff   must  be  considered  as  being  once  adjudi- 
cated upon  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction. 

Furthermore,  by  neglecting  to  pay  the  mortgage,  he  has  been 
ibreclosed  of  his  equity  of  redemption.  The  effect  of  that  pro- 
ceeding is,  that  the  orator  therein  Mr.  Page  took  the  land  in  satis- 
bction  of  the  debt  ascertained  to  be  due.  The  plaintiff  therefore 
cannot  disturb  him  or  those  who  'claim  under  him  in  the  pos- 
session of  the  land,  which  he  obtained  by  virtue  of,  and  holds  un- 
der the  decree.  To  permit  this  would  render  the  proceedings  to 
the  bill  in  chancery  nugatory  and  useless,  as  it  would  neither  ex- 
tinguish the  legal,  or  equitable  right  of  Mr.  Rublee  if  he  can  again 
contest,  the  validity  of  the  mortgage  and  the  validity  of  the  notes 
secured  in  the  condition,  notwithstanding  the  whole  subject  has 
once  been  before  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction.  It  appears  by 
the  master's  report  (hat  Mr.  Rublee  was  justly  indebted  to  Mr.  Page 
before  executing  the  mortgage  in  a  sum  of  money  for  which  Page 
might  have  maintained  an  actionj  notwithstanding  the  security  by 
mortgage  was  void.  Mr.  Page  was  by  the  plaintiff  permitted  to 
obtain  a  decree  which  with  the  possession  under  it,  is  declared  to 
be  a  satisfaction  of  his  whole  debts  due  before  as  well  as  by  the 
mortgage.  The  court  consider  the  plaintiff  is  precluded  from 
attempting  to  set  aside  the  mortgage  on  the  ground  of  usury. 

Tlie  judgment  of  the  county  court  must  therefore  be  affirmed. 

15 
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'^A^""*  Solomon  Colony  w.  Jacob  MakcI:. 

JSn^         A  fecovdry  may  be  htid  on  a  reeognizanee,  entered  into  in  court  finr  tbb 

_    proMeution  of  a  suit  theie  pending  dtc.,  ahhoogli  the  suit  may  h«fo  been  die. 

.mmed  ier  want  of  juriMUction,  if  co«t  was  taxed  for  the  defendjoit  in  the 
sait  agreeably  to  the  proYisione  of  the  statute. 
The  oourt  had  jurisdiction   of  the  suit  for  the  purpose  of  taking  such  recog- 
nisance, also  of  rendering  judgment  on  the  plea  to  th«ir  jurisdietlon,  and  df 
rendering  jtidgment  fbr  cost. 

This  was  Itn  JKtion  of  debt  on  recognizance. — E^ieas^  nml  iiel 
record,' and  plead  m  tmr  that  the  Court  befoi^  whom  said  recogni- 
zance was- entered  into  had' not  jorisdietion  of  the  subject  niai- 
Iter  of  the  suit.  The  phintiff  traversed  the  pleas  of  nul  Hel  fee- 
ord;  and  demunhed  the  pleas  in  bar. 

Tlie  court  decided  on  iifspection  of  the  record  that  there  was 
mieh  a  tecord,  and  the -defendant'^  pleas  in  bar  werel  insyfiicitat. 
Wb(i»reupoii  judgment  Was  rendered  for  plaintiff.  To  the  dociaion 
of  the  court  upon^he  sufficiency  of  the  pleas  in  bar,  the  defendant 
excepted.  Exoeption  sfliowed  and  thecause  passed  to  this  court 
fer  fe^bn.  A  fiirther  scateAent  of  the  case  is  comprized  in 
the  opitrionof  the  court. 

Mr.  MaecJc  pro  se. — The  defendant  insists  that  the  atofion  can- 
not be  sustained  on  the  ground  that  the  county  court  having  no 
jurisdiction  over  the  suit  had  no  authority  to  take  a  binding  recog- 
nizance. 

Costs  were  not  allowed  at  contmion  law,  they  are  of  statute  cre- 
ation, and  from  the  earliest  period  of  their  allowance  to  tlie  pres- 
ent day  it  has  been  held  an  indispensible  requisite  that  the  court 
should  have  jurisdiction  over  the  subject  matter  of  the  suit. — 2 
Mass.  R.  207. — 12  do.  370.  At  common  law  then  the  case  is 
clearly  with  the  defendant. 

But  the  defendant  rests  bis  right  of  recovery  on  the  act  of  1830. 
The  statute  confers  no  power  on  the  court  to  take  a  recognizance. 
The  whole  power  €onf erred  is  to  tax  costs  and  issue  exectsHon, 
To  go  beyond  the  power  given  by  the  statute  is  assuming  jurisdic- 
tion not  wan-anted  by  the  statute.  It  will  be  observed  that  the 
statute  here  confers  a  new  right  on  the  party,  to  wit,  to.  tax  costs 
and  have  his  execution  for  them,  a  new  jurisdiction  in  the  court,  to 
wit,  to  tax  the  costs  and  issue  execution  for  them,  and  that  the  pow- 
er can  be  fully  enjoyed  and  the  jufisdiction  fully  exercised  to  the 
extent  of  the  statute  without  assuming  the  power  of  taking  a  re- 
cognizance. A  proper  application  of  the  principles  laid  down  in  the 
following  cases  will  put  the  matter  beyond  question.     ,  *  v 

In  6  Mass.  44,  the  court  held  ''ix  was  a  rule  founded   in  sound 
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reasoa  that  wher^  a  new  statute  gives  a  new  power  and  tliQ  n^aos 
of  executing  it,  tbose  who  claim  the  power  can  ex^ute  it  no  oth- 
er way.— Se^  abo,  12  Mod.  104.— 5  Mass.  515,-2  Sid.  63.—  " 
Strange  25. 

But  plaintiff  insists  that  as  the  legislature  have  given  the  court 
power  to  tax  costs  tbey  have  iinpliedly  given  them  powerto  take 
vecogoizaDces  to  secure  tbeou  But  tbetre  is  a  broad  distinction  be- 
tween implying  those  necessary  powers  to  carry  into  ex^cuiioa  ao 
express  power  given  hy  the  law^  and  implying  ail  those  discretion- 
afy>  powers  to  render  it  b  the,  opinion  of  ib&  judge  the  most  efE^p- 
laal  and  ayailable.  The  first  are  legitimate  powers,  the  second  jiUe.- 
giiimftte.  Costs  can  be  taxed  and  execution  issue  for  them  witMr 
out  any  recognizance.  The  legislature  have  fully  expressed  w\i»t 
aad  all  tbey  did  intend  and  the  coiiri  capnot  vary. 

Ucmmiot  becontepdad  tbat  the coutt  have  power,  to  ta|ce  Bf^. 
and  all  reeogQiaaiices  and  tbat  they  afe  bindipg.  Tho  reflogqi" 
Mioes  spoken  of  at  a  comoMMi  law  were  either  for  the  puifKise  of 
giving  precedence  in  paymeaty  to  serve  as  evidence  and  tQ  pperale 
as  Bens.  In  all  those  esses  a  preeedeai  deb^  duty  &c*  eausted  oe 
the  pen  of  the  recogpisor.  They  could  not  he  taken  whfn  tbe 
right  to  eoibroe  them  depended  on  a  contingency. 


lUi 


H.  R.  Beardshy  far  p?otn/t^.— Judgment  having  been  ren^ 
dered  in  the  suit,  James  Thompson  against  the  plaintiff  that  the 
court  bad  not  jurisdiction  of  the  subject  matter,  the  question  now  to 
be  considered  is  whether  the  present  defendant  as  bail  can  be  liol- 
den  to  respond  the  plaintiff's  costs  in  that  suit. 

It  is  unnecessary  to  examine  the  question  on  comnK>n  law  prin* 
ciples,  for  we  consider  the  question  as  set  at  rest  by  legislative 
enactment.  The  act  passed  Nov.  5,  1830,  declares]  *' that  is 
all  actions  which  are  or  shall  hereafter  be  pending  before  any  coiftt 
ID  this  state  and  judgment  shall  be  rendered,  that  such  ooiirt  Hiall 
proceed  to  tax  co8t«  for  the  party  in  whose  favor  such  judgmefil 
dudl  be  rendered  and  issue  execution  therefor.^'  Tbb  act  fV- 
qoiring  the  court  to  tax  costs  in  such  cases  tieeessarily  involves 
and  confers  the  power  of  Uking  security  for  oosts.  Otherwise  the 
liet  would  be  wholly  nugatory.        ' 

The. opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

WiLLUMS^  Ch.  J- — This  is  an  action  of  debt  on  a  recognizance, 

entered  into  by  th^  defendant  in  the  county  court,  to  prosecute  a 

quit  there  pending,  in  favor  of  one  1  hompson  against  Colony  the 

pn^nt  plaiatiff,  ^nd  to  pay  all  costs  in  case  of  failure.     The  suit 


FtUMKlht'^ 
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^^jSu,^'   ^^  Thompson  against  Colony  was  originally  commenced  before  a 

i&i      justice  of  the  peace,  a  judgment  was  rendered  by  the  justice  in  ft- 

Coiony      vor  of  Thompson,  Colony  appealed  to  the  county  court,  and  inas- 

1^1^.      much  as  the  matter  in  demand  was  over  one  hundred  dollars,  the 

county  court  dismissed  the  suit  and  taxed  costs  in  favor  of  Colony 

against  Thompson  which  have  not  been  paid. 

A  recovery  in  this  suit  is  resisted,  on  the  ground  that  the  suit  of 
Thompson  against  Colony  not  being  within  the  jurisdiction  of  a 
justice,  nor  within  the  appelate  jurisdiction  of  the  county  court, 
the  county  court  had  no  authority  to  take  the  recognizance,  but 
the  only  remedy  of  the  present  plaintiff  is  by  his  execution  against 
Thompson. 

Of  the  authority  of  the  court  to  take  such  recognizance,  we 
have  no  doubt.  By  the  general  statute,  every  plaintiff,  on  praying 
out  a  writ,  is  required  to  give  security  to  the  defendant,  by  way  of 
recognizance,  that  lie  will  prosecute  the  suit  to  ethct.  The  court, 
before  whom  the  suit  is  depending,  where  either  the  surety  or  the 
sum  of  the  recognizance  is  insufficient  to  respond  the  costs,  may 
jorder  bail  to  be  put  in  for  that  purpose.  It  is  incident  to  the  pow- 
er of  the  court  to  take  a  recognizance.  Wherever  the  court  can 
t,n  costs,  they  may,  by  their  general  power  under  the  statute,  take 
a  recognizance  to  secure  the  payment  of  those  costs. 

For  many  purposes  the  court  had  jurisdiction  of  the  cause  be- 
tween the  parties,  although  the  recent  want  of  jurisdiction  may 
have  been  a  defence  to  the  suit,  or  preclude  a  final  judgment  op 
the  merits  of  the  action.  The  action  was  regularly  before  them 
for  the  purpose  of  adjudicating  on  any  plea  denying  the  jurisdic- 
tion. While  the  suit  was  pending,  and  before  it  was  decided,  the 
defendant  might  have  been  surrendered  and  ordered  into  custody 
iq  discharge  of  his  bail.  The  court  had  jurisdiction  for  the  pur- 
poGje  of  taxing  and  rendering  judgment  for  costs,  and  their  judg- 
ment was  subject  to  a  writ  of  error,  or  a  removal  to  the  supreaie 
court  by  exceptions,  which  is  similar  to  a  writ  of  error.  It  is 
equally  clear  to  us  that  they  had  jurisdiction  for  the  purpose  of  ta- 
king a  recognizance  to  secure  costs. 

We  do  not  consider  that  the  power  of  the  court  to  take  a  recog- 
nizance in  cases  similar  to  this  was  given  by  the  statute  of  1830* 
It  existed  before,  and  no  writ  could  legally  issue  without  a  recogni- 
zance. Before  that  statute,  whenever  a  cause  was  dismissed  for 
w^t  of  jurisdiction  in  the  court,  costs  usually  were  not  allowed  or 
taxed.  Of  course  the  recc^nizance  became  of  no  consequeece. 
B.u)  when  the  legislature  directed  the  court  to  tax  costs  for^  d^- 
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fendant  upon  d'einissing  a  cause  for  want  of  jurisdiction,  the  satne 
necessity  existed  for  requiring  a  recogniBiinee  to  respond  the  eosts 
as  in  anj  other  suit. 

In  the  case  between  Thompson  and  Colony  the  court  had  juris- 
diction of  the  parties  and  of  the  action  so  as  to  render  a  judgment 
thereon  for  the  cost ;  the  justice  who  issued  the  writ  was  requited 
to  take  a  rec(^nizance  to  respond  the  costs  ;  and  the  court,  wMIe 
the  action  was  pending  before  them,  had,  by  the  general  statute 
and  as  incident  to  their  powers,  authority  to  take  the  recognizance 
on  which  this  suit  was  brought,  and  the  same  must  be  effectual  for 
the  purpose  for  which  it  was  taken.  Having  this  view  of  the  case 
the  judgment  of  the  county  court,  which  w  as  in  favor  of  the  plain- 
tiff, must  be  affirmed. 


■■  '"■      ■       "\ 


Frehan  Fassett  vs.  Adi  Vincent.  Frahkliv, 

Adeiendant  in  an  action  on  book,  may  prove  by  his  d^n  oath,  that  he  hasde-         1836. 
livered  up  to  the  plaintiff,  in  pureuauce  of  an  agreement  between  them,    a  ' 

taote  whfch  he  held  against  the  plaintiff  and  another,  in  payment  of  the 
plaintiff's  accoant. 


This  was  an  action  on  book  account  commenced  before  a  mag- 
istrate and  carried  by  appeal  to  the  county  court  by  whom  it  was 
referred  to  an  auditor.  At  the  trial  before  the  auditor  the  defen- 
dent  exhibited  a  charge  on  book  against  the  plaintiff  of  $10,04 
cents,  being  the  balance  doe  on  a  note  signed  by  the  plaintiff  and 
one  Carr.  The  defendant  offered  his  own  oath  to  prove  an  agree- 
ment between  himself  and  the  plaintiff  that  the  note  in  question 
should  be  applied  upon  the  plaintiff's  account,  and  also  to  prove 
that  he  had  delivered  said  note  to  the  plaintiff  for  the  purpose  of 
being  90  applied.  But  the  auditor  decided  that  the  note  in  ques- 
6on  was  not  a  proper  subjectof  book  account,  and  that  defendant's 
oath  could  not  be  admitted  in  support  of  it. 

The  county  court  sustained  the  decision  of  the  auditor,  where- 
upon the  defendant  excepted. 

Mr.  J.  J.  Beardsley  for  plaifUiff. 
Mr.  Stevtns  far  defendant. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 
'  Williams,  Ch.  J. — ^The  defendant  should  have  been  admitted 
to  prove  by  his  own  oath,  that  the  note  specified  was  to  be  applied 
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io  payment  of  the  plaintiff's  aocouat,  and  that  be  bad  delivered  il 
for  tbat  purpose  to  the  plaintifil  The  auditor  was  probably  cor- 
rect in  his  opinion  tbat  a  note  is  not  ^^  a  proper  subject  of  book  >o- 
coQDt/'  but  erred  io  bis  application  of  tbat  principle  to  the  caao  in 
ocntroversy.  If  the  articles  delivered  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  de^ 
i^Bodaut,  had  been  delivered  and  received  io  payment  of  a  note  do 
action  on  book  could  be  sustained  for  tbose.articles.  If  a  oote  bitd 
been  delivered  up  by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff  in  payment  of 
the  book  account  of  the  plaintiff  against  himj  and  was  so  received^ 
it  was  as  proper  for  the  parties  to  testify  to  sucb  payment  in  the 
action  on- book,  as  it  would  to  a  payment  in  any  other  way  or  iq 
any  other  article^  The  offer  made  by  the  defendant  was  toprov^ 
payment  of  the  plaintiff's  account  in  this  way,  and  we  t^bink  bi^ 
lestimony.  to  that  effect  should  have  been  received.  The  judg- 
ment .of  the  county  court  roust  therefore  be  reversed,  and  the  cause 
agaia  referred  to  the  same  au^or  to  report  at  the  next  terra. 


ff^jyi   John  Nason  and  Reuben  Evarts  vs.  Benjamin  H.  Smallkx, 
isse/'  Carter  H.  Hickock  and  Joseph  Clark. 

(In  Chanaryn) 

ft  a  judgment  be  rendered  in  porsnance  of  an  agreenent  of  the  parties  which 
directs  a  particular  mode  of  satisfying  it,  eqnitj  will  not  permit  it  to  be  en. 
Ibrcc^  4^  ^7  ^*^J  inconsistent  with  the  agreement. 

If  ona  of  two  executors  fraudulently  consent  to  a  judgment  against  both,  tho 
.o^her  executors  will  be  relieved  in  equity — and  if  the  judgment  operates  a^ 
a  fraud  upon  the  estate*  it  will  be  enjoined  absolutely. 

i^nd  this  although  the  judgment  creditor  was  not  privy  to  the  fraud,  if  he  be  a 
trustee  merely  fbr  the  party  to  the  fraudulent  agreement, 

tn  this  case -the  judgnient  creditor  was  an  administrator,  and  the  judgment  was 
rendered  by  agreement  between  one  of  the^lefendants,  and  a  person  interes- 
ted in  the  estate  represented  by  the  plaintiff.  A«/(i,  that  if  the  other  per. 
sips  iintecesjted  in  the  estate  sought  to  enlprce  the  judgment,  ihey  were  sub- 
ject to  all  equities  arising  out  of  the  agreement,  And  inasmuch  as  the 
court  of  law  did  not  examine  the  merits  of  the  claiiQ,  the  court  of  equity 
will  do  so,  and  if  they  find  it  not  egutto62<— they  will  not  permit  it  to  be  in. 
ioreed  either  against  the  defendant  who  did  not  in  fact  assent  to  it  nor 
.    against  the  estate  whch  the  defendants  repreeent. 

Under  the  Probate  act  of  17  J  7,  if  lands  are  devised  to  A.  and  he  is  made  exe. 
outer  jointly  with  B.  and  all  debts  due  at  the  decease  of  the  te*ttitOr,  together 
with  aU  specific  legacies  are  paid,  A.  holds  the  land  as  devisee  and  notaaex* 
Sttutor,  and  if  a  claim  accrues  aiVerwards  the  executor  is  not  responai)»le. 

The  fects  set  forth  in  tbe  bill  were,  substantially,  these.      I» 
Februaij  181.0,  Daniel  Ryan  died,  posseaaed  of  a  large  real  and 
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personal  estate,  atfd  leaviDga  widow,  and  two  children,  viz  :  Wil-  ^V^^^* 
Knn  N.  Ryan  and  Harriet  Ryan.  The  said  Daniel  made  bis  will,  isse.  ' 
IB  which,  after  sundry  specific  legacies,  he  bequeathed  the  residue  Natoneiai. 
of  his  estate  to  the  said  William*  N.  and  Harriet  in  different  propoi^  Siii*M***«t  i 
tioDS,  and  appointing  the  orator  Jobn  Nasoo,  together  with  David 
Edmood,  aad  John  Curtiss,  both  since  deceased,  his  ^xeoutora. 
The  will  was  duly  proved,  and  the  sard  John  Nason,  Edmund  and 
Curtiastook  upon  themselves  the  execution  of  the  will,  and  on  timt 
oecasion  gave  bond  to  the  probate  court  in  the  usual  .form,  exeeu'^ 
tftd  by  themselves  and  William  Nason  as  surety.  In  November 
1910,  W.  Nason  died,  hav4ng^made  his  will,  in  and  by  wbiob  be  be* 
^pieathed  certain  legacies  to  his  wife,  and  children,  making  the  or? 
ator  John  Nason  bis  residuary  legatee  and  devisee,  and  appoiatiDg 
the  orators  bis  executors.  Said  William  Nason  was  seized  at  the 
time  of  his  decease  of  certaiu  real  estate  in  St.  Albans,  which  be 
bequeathed  lo  his  wife  for  life,  with  remainder  to  said  Jobn  Nason, 
and  was  also  possessed  of  certain  lease  hold  premises,  the  use  of 
which  he  bequeathed  to  A.  and  M.  L.  for  life,  with  remainder  to 
the  said  Jobn.  The  orators  took  upon  themselves  the  execution  of 
the  will,  the  said  John  Nason  being  the  acting  executor.  That  in 
1829,  the  widow  of  said  William  Nason  died. 

In  ISSOone  Vincent,  having  a  demand  against  John  Nason,  ub» 
tained  a  judgment  and  levied  his  execution  of  a  part  of  the  ftel 
estate  of  said  William  Nason,  thus  devised  to  said  John,  which 
was  then  subject  to  the  life  estate  of  the  widow  of  said  William, 
and  having  perfected  his  tjtle  thereto  aliened  the  same. 

In  July  1820,  the  orator  John  Nason  conveyed  the  residue  of 
the  home  farm  of  the  said  William,  subject  to  the  life  estate  of 
the  widow,  to  one  Ainsworth,  who  suteequently  mortgaged  tht 
same  to  one  Miner,  which  mortgage  came  by  assignment  to  the 
respondent  Clark. 

In  March  1826  the  said  William  N.  Ryan,  one  of  the  resiidua- 
ry  legatees  of  Daniel  Ryan  deceased,  caused  a  suit  to  be  instituted^ 
against  the  orators  as  executors  of  William  Nason,  in  the-  name  of 
the  probate  court,  and  counting  upon  the  bond  executed  by  said 
William  Nason  as  surety  for  the  said  J.  Nason,  Curtiss,  and  Ed- 
mimd,  the  executors  of  Daniel  Ryan,  and  complaining  of  a  deyasr 
uvit  by  them  of  the  estate  of  said  Daniel  Ryan.  Pending  tibia 
suit,  William  N.  Ryan  also  deceased,  leaving  a  minor  aon  Daaiel 
Ryan.  The  defendant  Smalley  was  appointed  administr^ot  of 
William  N.  Ryan,  and  in  that  capacity  appeared  and  was  admitted 
to  prosecute  the  suit.     At  the  same  time  one  Van  Dua^p,  havmg 
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JP|«*«^w.    married  the  widow  of  Wtlliani  N.  Ryan,  was  duly  appointed  guar- 

Ts^'      dian  of  his  infant  son  Daniel.     And  in  the  mean  time  Harriet  the 

NMon«tai.    Other  child  and  residuary  devisee  of  said  Dafiiel  Ryan,  assigned 

SiuaiiV'  et  al  "''  '*®'  interest  in  his  estate  to  the  other  defendant  Hickock. 

In  this  state  of  things,  the  suit  being  still  pending,  an  agreenieiH 
under  seal  was  entered  into  between  the  orator  John  Nason,  who 
was  only  surviving  executor  of  Daniel  Ryan,  and  principal  in  the 
bond  in  suit,  and  also  one  of  the  executors  of  William  Nason  de^ 
ceased,  in  which  capacity  he  was  defendant  in  the  suit,  on  tbe  one 
part,  and  Van  Duzee,  who  in  his  character  of  guardian  represen- 
ted one  of  the  residuary  devisees  of  Daniel  Ryan,  on  the  other 
part,  by  which  it  was  agreed,  in  substance,  that  judgment  should 
l^  entered  in  said  suit  for  $5000  damages,  and  that  the  execu- 
tion to  be  issued  thereon  should  be  levied  of  a  certain  portion  of 
the  home  farm  of  the  said  William  Nason,  which  was  particularly 
described  in  the  agreement,  that  the  said  John  Nason  should  pro- 
cure from  the  said  Harriet  Ryan  a  release  of  her  interest  in  tbe 
tract  so  set  off  for  the  benefit  of  the  representatives  of  said  Wil- 
liam N.  Ryan,  and  that  the  residue  of  said  execution  should  remain 
under  the  control  of  the  said  Nason,  to  be  levied,  if  he  so  direct- 
ed, of  the  residue  of  the  said  farm,  in  which  case  the  same  should 
be  held  in  trust  for  such  person  or  persons  as  tbe  said  Nason  should 
appoint. 

The  bill  states,  that  Everts,  the  other  defendant  in/  the  suit  ac 
law,  had  no  knowledge  of  this  agreement  until  after  the  judgment 
was  rendered.  In  pursuance  of  this  agreement,  a  judgment  was 
entered  up  against  the  orators,  and  in  that  suit,  for  $5000  damages 
and  costs.  But  Van  Duzee  refused  to  carry  the  agreement  into 
effect,  and  directed  Smalley  the  other  defendant  to  pursue  the 
judgment  to  full  satisfaction.  Smalley  took  out  execution  on  the 
judgment  against  the  estate  of  William  Nason  deceased,  which  was 
returned  nulla  bona.  He  therefore  brought  a  scire  facias  to  have 
execution  against  the  orators,  Je  bonis  propriis.  This  suit  being 
brought  to  trial,  judgment  was  rendered  against  the  orators  for 
$5100  damages  and  costs,  to  the  decision  of  the  court  an  excep- 

^  tion  was  uken,  and,  in  this  state,  the  suit  was  pending  when  this 

btlt  was  braugbt.  The  defendant  Clark  had  in  [the  meaotitne, 
brought  ejectment  on  his  mortgage,  for  the  farm  aforesaid,  against 
ilieontorNason,which  was  also  pending  when  the  bill  was  brought; 
The  bilhafeo  charges,  that  tbe  orator  Everts  had  no  notice  or 
know}e4ge  of  any  liability  of  William  Nason^  on  the  bond  afore- 
said, or  Ibat  any  such  claim  existed  against  bis  estate,  or  that  such 
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bond  had  been  executed  by  him,  until  served  with  the  writ  in  tbe    Fiuanuw, 
aforesaid  suit,  that  be  took  no  {)art  in  the  administration  of  tbe^    '^wS?^ 
estate  of  Nason,  but  confided  the  same    wholly  to  his  tMO'  iffwrn^^i* 
ciate  John  Nasoo,  and  that  the  orators  have  no  offsets  of  3ud  8MriMt«(«t^ 
Nason  in  their  hands,  but  hare  fully  administered,  and  that  John- 
Nason  is  wholly  insolvent  &c. 

Tbe  bill  prays  that  the  judgment  against  the  orators  be  set  i^ide, 
and  all  furtlier  proceedings  in  this  suit  enjoined;  that  an  account  he 
taken,  and  whatever  claim  the  respondents  Smalley  and  Hickock 
may  have  against  the  estate  of  Nason,  may  be  satisfied  out  of  the 
real  estate  of  William  Nason, — for  further  relief  Uc,. 

The  answer  of  Smalley  alledges,  that  William  Nason  left  m 
large  estate,  which  went  into  the  hands  of  his  executors,  that  tbey 
did  not  represent  his  estate  insolvent,  and  have  never  setll0d^  tfteir 
accounts.  That  the  orators  suffered  the  lease-hold  estate  «»  be 
ibrfeited  by  non-payment  of  rent,  with  a  view  to  make  a  lifEr  iifc 
said  John  Nason,  to  the  exclusion  of  creditors,  and  have  soflfeied 
the  estate  to  go  to  decay  be. 

That  he  is  prosecuting  said  suit,  for  the  benefit  of  the  oreditors 
of  W.  N.  Ryan,  who  died  in  debt,  and  denies  all  knowledge  of 
the  agreement  between  Van  Duzee  and  the  orator  Nason^  and  ^ 
authority  in  Van  Duzee  to  make  it.  But  admits  that  judgment 
was  rendered  for  $5000  by  consent  and  agreement  of  counsel  in 
court,  upon  the  proposition  of  the  orator's  counsel. 

The  bill  was  taken  as  confessed  as  against  Hickock,  and  the  an- 
swer of  Clark^  relating  to  his  interest  under  the  mortgage,  is  not 
necessary  to  he  noticed. 

The  proof  did  not  materially  vary  from  the  allegations  of  tlie 
bill  and  answer,  which  were  found  to  be  substantially  true.  The 
particulars  in  which  the  proof  fell  short  of  the  allegations,  so  iar 
as  they  are  important  are  noticed  in  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

Bearidey  for  orators, 

SmaM^y  fro  $t^ 

A.  S.  WhUUmort  for  darJc. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 
Phklps,  J.— This  bill  appeare  to  have  been  drawn  with  a  two- 
fold  purpose^  its  object  being,  first  to  set  aside  or  eiqoin  perp«t»al- 
ly  the  judgment  at  law  upon  the  executors  bond,  and  in  this  as- 
pect, is  a  controversy  between  the  orators  and  the  defendanti 
Smalley  and  Hickock,  who  represent  the  devisees  of  Damd  Ry- 
an ;  and  secondly,  in  case  it  fails  in  this  object,  to  sub'ect  the  es- 
16 
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ryMOM,   t»td*of  WilliacD  Nasoo,  which  passed  by  devise  to  John  Naseii, 
"^^'     and  fiom  him  to  the  defendant  Clark,  to  the  paymeot  of  the  debt 
NABoii«tAi.  ^  claim  of  the  other  defendant;  and,  in  this  respect,  the  contro-  < 
8iirfiiey>W.'  ^^^'^^y  w^^  between  the  orators  and  the  defendant  Clark.     The 
,  .  qoestjon  with  Clark  depends  altogether  upon  the  decision  of  the 

question  between  the  other  parties  to  the  suit ;  for,  if  it  should  be 
found,  that  the  other  defendants  can  not  sustain  their  judgment,  it 
becomes  unnecessary  to  enquire,  whether  the  estate  can  be  follow- 
ed, in  the  hands  of  Clark,  and  subjected  to  payment  of  the  testa- 
toiv  debts.  On  the  other  hand  if  the  judgment  can  equitably  be 
enferoed,  the  question  would  then  arise,  whether  the  orator  Evarts 
is  entitled  to  charge  the  estate  in  the  hands  of  the  purchaser,  in 
eider  lo  exonerate  bicaself • 

-  The  questim  whether  the  defendants  are  entitled  to  retain  their 
jMtdgment  resolires  itself  bto  two  distinct  enquiries ',  the  first  grow- 
ing out  of  the  manner  in  which  the  judgment  was  obtained,  and 
flie  aeoond  having  refereiice  to  the  intrinsic  merits  of  their  claim. 
'  MtboQgb  the  judgment  may  have  been  obtained  in  sucImi  manner, 
that  it  ought  not,in  itself  considered,  to  bind  Everts,  yet  it  would  be 
idle  to  interfere,  if  the  debt,  thus  m  fact  established,  be  just  and 
equitable,  or  if  the  party  must  be  left  at  liberty  to  prosecute  anew, 
and  a  court  of  law  would  be  compelled  hereafter  to  render  a  like 
judgment. 

There  can  be  no  (foubt,  that  the  judgment  was  entered  in  pur- 
suance Of  the  written  agreement  between  Nason  and  Van  Duaee. 
The  defendant  Smalley,  although  he  repudiates  the  agreement,  and 
denies  all  knowledge  of  it  at  the  time,  admits  that  the  judgment 
WIS  entered  by  agreement  of  counsel,  and  upon  a  proposition  em- 
anating ^m  the  counsel  of  Nason.  No  enquiry  appears  to  have 
been  made,  as  to  the  amount  of  the  supposed  divestavit,  or  the 
ettent  of  the  chuinant's  interest  in  it,  but  the  judgment  was  for  the 
penalty  of  the  bond.  Tliis  proceecfing  was  wholly  unaccountable, 
except  iipon  the  supposition  of  an  agreement  between  the  parties, 
and  in  the  absence  of  all  prcx)f  or  even  allegation  of  any  other  and 
diSbrent  agreement,  we  must  assume  it  to  have  been  done  ib  pur- 
^ance  of  the  written  agreement  produced. 

The  question  then  turns  upon  the  efiect  of  this  agreement,  and 
ttfe  operation  and  effect  of  the  judgment  obtained  in  pursuance  of 
ft,  viewing  the  transaction  with  the  eye  of  a  court  of  equity,  and 
in  ^ferenee  to  the  power  of  that  court  to  control  the  use  which 
ittay  be  made  of  it. 

The  agreement  in  question  may  be  viewed,  either  as  a   vaBd 
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and  unexceptionable  agreement,  which  may  be  conscientiously  en-    FMiMi^, 
fixced,  or  as  fraudulent  in  its  conception  and  purpose^  and  void,  to     .  18^ : 
a  certain  extent  at  least,  both  at  law  and  in  equity.    Upon  the  first'  n^^  At  ail 
supposition,  we  roust  treat  the  transaction  as  binding  in  all  its  parts^  bimiw  * 
at  least  upon  the  immediate  parties  to  it,  and  we  must  treat  .th^  ^ 

judgment  as  qualified,  so  far  as  concerns  the  use  to  be  made^of  it^ 
by  the  contemporaneous  agreement  of  the  parties.  It  requires  no 
argument  to  prove  that  Van  Duzee  can  be  permitted  to  enieree 
the  judgment  in  no  way  inconsistent  with  his  contract* 

A  question  however  is  raised,  whether  the  defendants  are  bound 
by  that  agreement ;  and  on  thb  point,  it  may  be  well  to  notice  the  ^ 
relation  of  these  parties.  Smalley  as  administrator  of  the  estate  of 
W.  N.  Ryan  must  be  regarded  in  this  court  as  a  mere  trustee^  and 
as  recovering  in  this  case  for  the  benefit  of  the  creditors  of  W*  N- 
Ryan,  if  any,  in  the  first  instance,  and  for  the  heir  in  the  next|  which 
heir  Van  Duzee  represents — Smalley  is  therefor^  the  trusteOi  and 
Van  Duzee  represents  one  of  the  cestui  qui  trust,  perhaps  the  on- 
ly one.  There  is  therefore  a  privity  between  them^  the  one  rep- 
resenting the  legal  estate  or  interest,  and  the  other  the  equitable, 
and  ultimately  beneficial  interest.  Hickock  may  be  considered 
either  as  having  no  interest  in  the  recovery,  inwhicheventhemay 
belaid  out  of  the  case,  or  as  having  an  equitable  interest  m  theeub- 
ject  matter  of  the  controversy,  and  standing  in  the  same  relatioB  to 
Smalley  as  Van  Duzee.  In  this  view  of  the  subj.ect,  Hickock  and 
Van  Duzee  have  a  joint  or  common  interest,  as  representing  the 
two  residuary  legatees  of  Daniel  Ryan,  and  are  to  be  equally  ben- 
efitted by  the  recovery  at  hiw.  The  creditors  of  William  N.  Ry- 
an, if  any,  sustain  a  similar  relation  to  Smalley  as  their  trustee  and 
a  similar  relation  to  Van  Duzee  as  being  interested  in  the  same 
unist.  In  these  persons  whom  I  have  enumerated,  rests  the  wfaoit 
legal  and  equitable  interest  in  the  recovery,  and  they  are  the  jp0ty 
persons  whose  rights  are  invx>lved  on  the  part  of  the  defendants, 
or  whose  rights  are  entitled  to  consideration. 

It  is  said  that  neither  Smalley,  nor  the  olber  cnhd  qui  tfuvt* 
are  bound  by  this  contract*  So  fer  as  Smalley  is  a  trustee  fer 
Van  Duzee,  be  doubtless  would  be  bound  ;  for  if.  Van  Ihnm  is 
bioiaelf  bound  by  the  agreement,  Smalley  would  not  be  permitted 
to  pursue  the  judgment  in  vkdation  of  that  agreement,  for  bis«  Van 
Diuee^s,  benefit.  But  with  this  exception,,  and  so  iSur  as  Smalley 
Kpreaeoted  other  equitable  interesu,  it  must  be  cooceded  that  neir 
tber  be,  nor  his  ctitui  qui  iniat,  would  be  bound*  Graodng  bow- 
ever  tt>  these  persons,  the  right  to  repudiate  the  contract,  a  serious 
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Tn^mniOi^  ^question  arises,  whether  tb^  must  not  repudiate  it  in  toto,  and  with 
IsS?^*  all  its  consequeDces.  Can  they  avail  themselves  of  it,;^  and  of 
t^MoaetaL  ^h^^t  ig  jgne  under  it,  as  being  bene6ciaUy  interested,  without 
BiaaiWyiet  «l  adopting  it  in  toto  ?  Can  they  derive  an  incidental,  perhaps  an 
ioequitable  advantage  from  it,  and  still  reject  those  stipulationt, 
upon  the  faith  of  which  the  judgment  was  submitted  to  ?  We 
think  not.  In  our  judgment  the  common  principle  of  election  ap« 
plies,  that  If  they  adopt  or  reject,  they  must  adopt  or  reject  in  toto. 
The  judgment  is  a  part  of  the  fruits  and  consequences  of  the  con- 
tract. 

It  was  tendered  upon  certain  terms  and  conditions— to  be  en- 
fcrced  only  in  a  particular  manner,  and,  if  accepted,  must  be  ac- 
cepted upon  those  terms.  In  equity,  it  is  not  to  be  regarded  as 
the  act  of  the  court,  but  as  the  act  of  the  parties.  Van  Duzee 
acted  in  behalf  of  all  interested,  and  they  must  adopt  his  acts  aa. 
they  are,  or  not  at  all.  They  are  not  indeed  to  be  prejudiced  by 
his  acu,  but  unless  they  choose  to  adopt  them,  they  must  stand 
upon  the  original  merits  of  their  claim.  If  they  seek  an  adventi- 
tious advantage  from  the  judgment,  they  must  take  it  with  all  res- 
trictions. This  agreement  applies  as  well  to  those  jointly  interest- 
ed with  Van  Duzee,  as  to  Smalley,  who,  in  equity,  is  their  instru- 
ment, and  has  no  right  but  theirs.  In  short  the  trustee  is  bound 
in  equity  iby  the  act  of  the  cestui  qui  trust,  and  those  interested 
with  hm^  if  they  adopt  his  acts,  and  if  not,  they  can  claim  no  ben- 
^t  bom  them. 

But  thb  case  deserves  consideration  in  another  aspect.  There 
is  a  strong  presumption,  arising  upon  the  case  that  the  whole  trans- 
action was  a  fraudulent  contrivance,  to  enable  Nason  to  defeat  the 
title  of  his  own  grantee,  and  to  reclaim  the  land  mortgaged  to  the 
defendant  Clark>  to  the  exclusion  of  that  mortgage.  At  least,  it 
is  apparent  that  this  was  one  object,  and  that  the  judgment  was 
entered  for  a  much  larger  warn  than  was  due  to  the  prosecutor,  for 
this  purpose. 

What  then  is  the  ei^t  of  this  fraudulent  contrivance  ?  A  coa. 
tcact  designedly  in  fraud  of  third  persons,  is  as  a  general  rule,  good 
as  between  the  parties  to  it.  Still  equity  will  not  enforce  such  a 
contract  while  executory)  nor,  on  the  other  hand,  will  it  relieve  the 
fraudulent  party  against  bis  own  contract.  On  this  ground,  if  Na-* 
son  alone  had  saught  relirf  tt  would  probably  have  been  denied 
him,,  as  equity  would  not  relieve  him  from  the  consequeisces  of  his 
own  fraudulent  acts.  But  it  is  one  of  the  great  purposes  of  e^i- 
Xj  jurisdiction,  to  relieve  the  party  who  is  the  object  of  the. frwdl 
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Akboagh  ibe  immediate  object^  in  this  traotacsioii,  may  have  been    ^']^"'^^"« 
to  defraud  the  grantees  of  Nason,  still  the  entering  up  of  a  judg-       isseTf' 
ment  against  Everts,  to   be  in  any  event  enforced  against  hi|p;*was    ^^'sonet  aL  - 
as  gross  a  fraud  upon  him  as  can  well  be  conceived.     On  the  face  Smaiie^  et  lA^ 
of  the  fNTOceeding,  it  is  apparent  that  a  great  share  of  that  judg- 
ment  was  not  due  to  the  prosecutor^  but  was  intended  for   the  es^- 
clusive  benefit  of  Nason.     To  permit  the  judgment  to  be  enforc- 
ed as  against  Everts,  under  such  circumstances,  would  be  (o  per- 
mit the  principal  to  recover  the  debt  out  of  bis  own  siu-ety  ;  for 
Nason  being  the  acting  executor,  and  guilty  of  the  devastavit,  if 
one  was  committed,  must  be  regarded  as  principal,  and  Everts  his  . 
Bsociate  stands  on  the  footing  of  a  surety*     Indeed  it  is  worse,  for 
as  the  supposed  debt  must  be  taken  to  be  fictitious,  it  is  no  less 
than  submittbg  to  a  fictitious  judgment  to  be  enforced  against  Ev- 
erts fi>r  the  benefit  of  Nason.     Such  is  the  transaction  on  the  face 
of  it.    And  it  does  not  vary  the  case,  if  we  suppose  that  the  de- 
sign in  the  outset  was  not  to  enforce  the  judgment  against  Everts, 
but  simply  to  create  a  title  to  the  land  alluded  to  in  the  agreement. 
If  the  enforcing  the  judgment  against  Everts  was  an  after  thought, 
it  is  equally  frrudulent  in  its  nature  and  effect. 

Everts  therefore  is  entitled  to  relief  as  the  party  aggrieved,  un- 
less be  be  so  far  implicated  in  the  fiaudulent  purpose,  as  to  subject 
Urn  to  the  vindictive  rule  of  law,  which  denies  relief  to  the  frau- 
dalent  party.  It  does  not  however  appear,  that  he  had  any  notice 
of  the  proceeding,  until  long  after  it  took  place.  The  ipost  tha^ 
can  be  made  out  is,  that  his  counsel  in  the  suit  at  law  had  knowl- 
edge of  the  agreement^  and  it  is  insisted  that  this  constructive  no- 
tice is  sufficient  to  preclude  his  claiip  for  relief.  But  the  counsel 
ID  the  suit  probably  followed  the  directions  of  Nason,  and  under 
the  circumstances,  there  is  no  very  strong  presumption  that  they 
ooosuked  Everts  on  the  subject,  At  all  events,  we  think  the  pre- 
sumption not  sufiicient  to  establish  notice  in  fact,  and  mere  con- 
structive notice  is  not  sufficient,  so  to  implicate  the  party  in  the 
fraudulent  and  culpable  design  as  to  preclude  him  on  that  groun(i^ 
fron^  ordinary  equitable  relief. 

We  are  tlierefore  of  opinion,. that  the  defendants  can  claim  no    ' 
advantage  by  reason  of  their  judgment  at  law,  but  if  that  judgment 
be  retain^  fit  all,  it  must  be  upon  the  original  merit  of  their  claim, 
and  as  a  security  for  what  may  be  equitably  due. 

With  a  view  to  this  branch  of  the  case,  the  bill  has  been  refer- 
red to  the  master  to  take  the  account,  and  ascertain  how  far  there 
aie  assets  of  William  Nason  in  the  bands  of  the  orators.    His  re^ 


Digitized  by  VjOOQ IC 


136  CASES  IN  THE  SUPREME  CODRT 

^^^'''"''*    port  shows  nothing  in  their  hands,  and  if  they  have  no  assets,  then 
18S6.  '     there  can  be  no  equitable  reason  for  keeping  the  judgment  on  foot. 


Nason  at  ai.       1^  '^  insisted  however  that  there  are  two  grounds  upon  which  the 
Smaiiey  el  ai.  jw^Jgnient  may  be  left  in  force,  viz : 

1.  That  the  real  estate,  devised  by  William  Nason  to  Joba 
Nason,  may  be  treated  as  asset  in  the  hands  of  the  executors. 

2.  That  they  have  been  guilty  of  a  devastavit,  in  relation  to 
the  lease  hold  estate,  forfeited  for  non  payment  of  rent« 

As  to  the  first,  we  think  it  unnecessary  to  enquire,  whether  the 
creditors  may  pursue  the  estate  in  the  hands  of  a  bona  Jide  pur- 
chaser, or  how  far  a  lien  upon  it  may  exist.  The  question  here 
is,  whether  the  lands  are  now  to  be  treated  as  assets  in  the  hands 
of  these  executors,  and  whether  Everts  is  responsible  for  the  val- 
ue of  those  lands,  under  the  circumstances  of  the  case.  Original- 
ly, without  doubt,  those  lands  were  assets  for  the  payment  of  debts, 
and  were  subject  te  the  disposal  of  the  executors  for  that  puqiose. 
They  were  devised  to  the  orator  John  Nason,  who  was  one  of  the 
executors,  subject  however  to  the  contingency  of  being  required 
for  the  payment  of  debts,  and  the  question  is,  how  long  they  are 
to  be  considered  as  held  in  trust  by  the  executors,  and  when  Na- 
son alone  would  bicome  seized  in  bis  right  as  devisee.  This  ques- 
iion  is  important,  as  whenever  the  period  should  arrive,  when  Na- 
flOn  miglrt  assert  bis  right  as  devisee  to  aliene  the  land  absolutely, 
the  power  of  the  executors  as  such  must  necessarily  cease,  and 
iheir  trust,  with  its  corresponding  liability,  must  be  determined. 

At  common  iaw^  no  question  of  this  kind  would  arise.  The  re- 
al estate,  not  being  assets  in  the  hands  of  the  executor,  but  the 
heir  being  liable  by  reason  of  the  inheritance,  he  of  course  was 
liable  in  the  outset,  to  the  extent  of  the  inheritonce,  and  the  only 
question  which]  could  arise  was,  as  to  the  right  of  the  creditor 
to  follow  the  inheritance,  in  the  hands  of  strangers.  Updee 
our  system,  land  being  assets  in  the  hands  of  the  executor,  aqd 
the  principle  of  inheritance  and  the  power  of  devising  being  re- 
cognized, various  questions  have  arisen,  as  to  the  appropriate  reon- 
edy,  in  given  cases.  In  the  first  instance^  there  is  a  remedy  against 
the  heir  or  devisee,  and  lastly  a  supposed  remedy,  by  way  of  lieo 
on  the  estate  in  the  hands  of  the  purchaser. 

The  probate  act  of  1797,  by  which  this  case  was  governed,  was 
defective,  in  not  designating  precisely  at  what  period  the  liability 
of  the  executor  or  administrator  should  cease,  and  that  of  the  heir 
or  devisee  should  accrue ;  a  defect  which  is  supplied  by  the  act  of 
1821,  which  requires  a  decree  of  the  probate  court  to  divest  the 
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right  of  ibe  executor,  or  administrator,  and  to  vest  the  estate  in  the  FtuLfmvm^ 
heir  or  devisee  ;  and  at  this  period,  the  corresponding  liability  to  TSS7' 
creditors  b  transferred.  In  this  omission  in  the  old  act,  the  diffi- 
cult/ of  this  case  originates.  On  the  one  hand,  it  seems  improper 
that  the  right  of  the  heir  or  devisee  should  be  suspended,  so  long 
as  there  is  a  possibility  that  claims  against  the  estate  should  arise, 
and,  OD  the  other  hand,  there  is  no  good  reason  for  holding  the 
executor  or  administrator  responsible  for  the  supervenient  claims, 
after  the  estate  has  gone  to  the  heir  or  devisee,  and  been  by  him 
aliened.  With  respect  to  claims  susceptable  of  liquidation  at  the 
time  of  the  testators  decease,  there  is  no  hardship  in  holding  the 
exectttor  responsible  for  their  payment,  especially  as  he  may  com- 
pel the  holders  to  present  them  within  a  limited  period,  or  submit 
to  be  barred.  But  with  respect  to  claims,  like  the  one  in  question, 
which  may  originate  at  an  indefinite  period  afterwards,  it  is  difficult 
10  lay  down  a  general  rule  sufficiently  satisfactory  and  explicit. 

We  know  of  no  better  rule  on  this  point,  than  this,  whenever  all 
debts  due  from  the  testator,  at  .the  time  of  his  decease,  with  charges 
of  administration,  &c.  and  all  specific  legacies  shall  have  been  paid 
then  the  estate  is  to  be  considerod  as  vesting  absolutely,  by  force 
of  the  devise,  and  the  power  of  the  executor  as  such  ceases. 
Unless,  indeedi  he  have  notice,  in  the  mean  time,  of  claims  subse- 
quently accruing,  which  renders  it  his  duty  to  retain  his  authority 
over  the  assets.  At  all  events,  if  the  devisee  alien  the  estate  af- 
ter this  period,  without  any  notice  to  the  executors  of  such  super- 
venient claims,  there  is  no  doubt,  that  the  alienation  is  valid,  so 
fiur  at  least  as  to  sustain  the  plea  of  phne  adminislratit,  ^ 

Id  this  case,  the  testator  died  in  1810.  All  claims  against  his 
estate,  (this  only  exepted)  must  be  presumed,  at  this  day,  to  be 
satisfied.  This  claim  was  put  forth,  for  the  first  time  in  1626,  six- 
teen years  after  the  decease  of  Nason.  Can  it  be  required  of 
Everts  to  maintain  his  authority  over  the  estate  for  this  period,  and 
shall  the  right  of  Nason,  as  residuary  devisee,  to  dispose  of  the 
estate,  be  thus  suspended  ? 

In  our  opinion,  this  would  extend  the  liability  of  the  executor 
too  far.  When  Nason  conveyed  the  estate  in  1820,  we  see  not 
how  Everts  could  resist  the  alienation ;  and  if  so,  we  can  discover 
00  reason  why  the  land  should  now  be  coasidered  assets  in  bis 
hands,  or  he  as  guilty  of  a  devastavit. 

The  defendants  must  be  left  to  their  remedy  against  Nason,  as 
devisee  or  h4eres  foetus,  or,  if  they  can  establish  their  right  so  to  do, 
to  pursue  their  remedy  against  the  land  in  the  hands  of  the  purchaser. 
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FftAmojir,       As  to  the  supposed  devastavit  in  relation  te  the  leasehold  estate^ 
mS^'     the  point  is  already  disposed  of.    The  forfeiture  of  tbe  estate  toc^ 
Naion  ei  aL    p'*^®  '^"S  ^^^^  *^®  period^  whcD  we  consider  Everts  to  have  been 
discharged  from  all  responsibility  in  regard  to  the  land,  and  tbe 
payment  or  non  payment  of  the  rents  was  a  matter  which  concern- 
ed Nason  alone. 

We  think  therefore  that  there  is,  in  equity,  no  liability  oq  the 
part  of  Everts  to  sustain  this  judgment — that  the  entering  ^up  of 
the  judgment  was  a  fraud  upon  him^-in  short,  that  the  judgment 
can  not,  praprio  vigore,  bind  him,  nor  can  it  be  permitted  to  stand 
as  a  security,  there  being  no  liability  to  be  enforced.  Whether 
the  judgment  ought  not  to  stand  as  against  Nason,  is  a  more  seri- 
oua  question. 

Viewing  the  question  with  reference  to  the  immediate  parties  to 
it,  viz,  Nason  and  Van  Duzee,  and  without  reference  to  the  rights 
of  third  persons,  it  would  seem  that  the  judgment  ought  not  to  be 
retained  except  upon  the  footing  of  the  contract. 

Still  Nason  is  undotibtedly  liable,  to  some  extent,  and  in  some 
way,  as  the  executor  of  Ryan ;  and  the  judgment  might  stand 
against  him,  as  a  security  for  the  liability.  Were  he  the  only  per- 
son whose  rights  are  implicated,  there  would  perhaps  be  no  reasona- 
ble objection  to  suffering  it  to  stand  for  that  purpose.  But  if  it 
remain,  it  remains  a  judgment  against  him  as  executor  of  William 
Nason.  What  consequences  direct  and  immediate,  or  remote  and 
contingent,  might  flow  from  this  judgment,  it  is  impossible  at  this 
time  fully  to  anticipate.  Whether  it  might  not  serve  as  the  basb 
of  a  suit  against  his  sureties  as  executor  of  William  Nason,  or  a 
proceeding  of  some  kind  against  that  estate  in  the  hands  of  other 
devisees,  or  bona  fide  purchasers,  are  questions  which  we  are  not 
prepared  to  answer. 

The  judgment  was  entered  at  random,  and  doubtless  lor  a  sum 
Cur  exceeding  what  was  due.  Should  it  be  permitted  to  remain  tn 
force,  to  serve  as  a  basis  for  further  proceedings,  it  is  doubtful  wheth- 
er persons  subsequently  liable  could  be  permitted  at  taw  to  contest 
it,  and  thus  the  grossest  injustice  might  be  done. 

The  argument  against  relieving  Nason  is,  that  he  seeks  relief 
from  his  own  fraudulent  contract.  But  in  this  case  the  judgment 
is  de  bants  iestatoris,  and  it  is  necessary  to  enjoi»  tbe  judgment,  io 
order  to  obviate  the  fraud,  the  consequences  of  which  will  otherwise 
fall  upon  the  estate.  If  execution  should  issue  upon  that  judgment, 
and  be  levied  upon  the  lands  in  the  hands  of  Clark  as  mortgagee, 
the  question  of  lien  would  then  arise,  and,  should  the  lien  be  es* 
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teUisbedy  the  defendant  Clark  would  be  without  remedy  at  liaw,    ^j^"^' 
tod  the  property  would  be  taken  from  him^  for  a  debt^  which  we       im6.  ' 
tie  bound  to  consider  as,  to  a  great  extent,  fictitious.  Nawn  at  ai. 

The  doubt  on  this  point  arises  from  the  circumstance,  that  Na-  Smaiiey,  •!  %\. 
fOB  »  ooe  of  the  orators.  Had  he  been  made  a  defendant,  there 
can  Bot  lie  9  doubt  that  the  judgment  would  be  enjoin^,  and  we 
do  not  see,  that  hn  being  made  co-plaintitf'  debars  the  other  par- 
ties from  the  relief,  to  which  they  are  clearly  entitledv  Should  we 
dismiss  the  biJl,  on  this  ground,  the  defendant  Clark  woufd  doubt- 
kss  become  the  orator,  and,  upon  his  application,  the  judgment 
most  unavoidably  be  enjoined. 

As  Id  the  defendant  Clark,  there  is  no  ground  for  a  decree  against 
him*  Me  was  made  defendant,  and  a  temporary  injunction  gvan^ 
led  upon  his  suit,  with  a  view  to  a  supposed  lien  upon  the  land*  inr 
case  the  oratot  Everts  was  made  liable  in  the  suit  at  law  y  but,  as 
the  proceeding  at  law  will  be  enjoined,,  there  is  no  necessity  of 
diseossing  that  lien,  or  continuing  the  injunction  upon  Clark.  That 
iojuoction  is  therefore  dis#Ived,  and  Clark  dismissed  with  his  costs. 

And  the  other  defendants  are  perpetuaUy  enjoined  from  proceed- 
log  opoo  their  judgment  at  law,  either  against  the  orators,  or  against 
Ibe  estate  of.  W.  Nason,.or  persons  interested  therein*. 

U 
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GRAND  ISLE  COUNTY, 
January  T«bj«,  1836. 


Fkm*iit,  Hm  CHARLES  K.  WILLIAMS^  OhdfMitkt. 
*•     SAMUEL  8.  PHELPS,  ) 
•'     JACOB  COLLAMER,      }  AMiitani  JutOetg^ 
*^     ISAAC  F.  REDnSLD^  \ 


IBH. 


Jane  Graves  vs.  John  Adams. 

A  eooipUiiit  for  batUrdj  miut  be  in  writing  and  be  §ignfd  ftnd  fworn  to }  but 
ibe  complaint  need  not  so  to  etate. 

The  complaint  etatee  that  J.  G.  complain*  that  the  defendant  did  beget  a  ohBd 
on  one  J.  G.  which  ia  likelj  to  bv  born  a  baatard  ^.,  and  then  prajinf  pro. 
ceec,  the  aamo  not  beinf  aifoed,  waa  held  inanffioient. 

This  was  «  prosecution  for  bastardy.  The  complaint  was  as 
follows : 

<<To  Calvio  Fletcher  one  of  the  justices  of  the  peace  in  and  for 
the  county  of  Grand  Isle  comes  Jane  Graves,  a  single  woman,  and 
on  oath  complains,  informs  and  gives  said  justice  to  understand  thai 
on  or  ahout  the  last  days  of  May  or  the  first  of  June  1834^  at 
South  Hero  aforesaid  did  beget  a  child  on  the  body  of  one  Jane 
Graves  of  South  Hero  aforesaid  which  said  child  when  bom  will, 
unless  prevented  by  a  prior  marriage,  be  a  bastard.  Whereupon 
the  Said  Jane  Graves  prays  that  a  warrant  may  go,"  &c. 

At  the  county  court  the  defendant  filed  a  motion  to  quash  tbe 
com[daint,  order,  warrant  and  all  the  proceedings,  assigning  the 
following  reasons  : 

1.  That  said  justice  Fletcher  hath  retomed  to  this  court  a  ^« 
per,  purporting  to  be  the  original  complaint,  warrant,  &c.  when 
the  eopies  should  have  been  returned. 

2,  That  at  the  time  of  the  service  of  said  warrant  upon  th'is 
defendant,  and  at  the  time  this  defendant  appeared  before  said  jus- 
tice and  was  recognized,  together  with  bis  bail  for  bis  appearance 
at  this  court,  the  said  complaint  was  not  signed  by  said  Jane  Graves, 
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but  Cbai  tbe  same  was  sigoed  by  her  after  the  arrest  of  this  defen-  ^^  ^•^ 
daot,  and  after  the  recognizance  aforesaid  was  taken  by  said  justice.       aSf^' 

3.  Because  there  is  no  minute  of  tbe  time,  day,  month,  and  ^J^ 
year  when  said  complaint  was  exhibited  to  said  justice,  made  upon  Adaoif. 
said  complaint  and  signed  officially  by  said  justice. 

4.  Because  it  does  not  appear  that  said  Jane  Graves  ever  sub- 
scribed any  oath  to  the  truth  of  the  facts  charged  in  said  compl8int« 

5.  Because  it  does  not  appear  from  said  complaint  that  the  Jane 
Graves  who  preferred  said  complaint  to  said  justice  was  the  sam^ 
Jane  Graves  who  is  alleged  to  have  been  begotten  with  child. 

6.  It  does  not  appear  iinom  said  complaint  that  said  Jane  Grayet 
was  a  single  woman  at  tbe  time  she  is  alleged  to  have  been  gotten 
with  cbildi  but  only  that  she  was  a  single  woman,  when  she  made 
the  ooniplaint. 

7.  It  does  not  appear  from  said  complaint  thai  said  Jane  Graves 
at  the  time  of  tbe  exhibition  thereof,  was  with  child  by  said  defen* 
dant  nor,  that  she  had  previously  been  delivered  of  child. 

8.  Said  complaint  does  not  charge  this  defendant  with  having 
fffum  the  said  Jane  Graves  with  child  and  with  being  tbe  father 
of  said  child. 

The  county  court  rendered  judpneot  that  said  eomplaiot  ai|d 
proceedings  be  quashed,  it  appearing  that  said  4)oiit|)laiot  w.as  not 
^gned  until  after  tbe  arrest  of  the  defendant  and  his  entering-  his 
leoognixaoce  befbro  the  justice.  To  ihis  decision  of  the  connty 
court  exception  was  filed,  and  the  case  passed  to  this  court. 

Argument  for  the  defkndant.— This  h  a  case  of  bastardy 
biougbt  on  the  statute  of  Nov.  9,  18529,  and  unless  thatstatvte  hM 
been  strictly  complied  with,  the  jplaintiiT  can  take  nope  of  the  beo* 
€6ts  and  advantages  given  by  it. 

The  statute  makes  it  necessary  that  tbe  complainant  shoald  be  a 
single  woman — and  that  such  single  woman  must  have  been  deliv- 
ered of  a  bastard  child,  or  must  declare  herself  to  be  with  cb9d 
and  that  such  child  is  IHcely  to  be  bom  a  bastard^^and  in  either 
case  such  single  woman  must,  in  writing  and  on  oaih  before  any 
justice  oi  the  peace  of  the  same  county  charge  somd  penoo  with 
having  gotten  her  with  child  and  being  the  father  of  such  child.— 
See  Rev.  Stat.  p.  366. 

None  of  which  requisitions  are  contained  in  the  pretended  wtsh 
plabt  in  quescbn. 

Ajrgumeni  for  the  p/atfii(^,— The  proceedings  in  this  case  comes 
lo  thii  court  in  the  form  of  excepuoqs  to  a  motion  to  quash  the 
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^^^^  ^*"'  proceedings  on  several  grounds.  An«l  k  is  presumed  the  court 
ig36.  will  not  sustain  the  motion  for  irregularities  merely  formal,  which 
^wrT**  might  have  been  the  subject  of  amendment,  or  which  do  not  effeot 
Adami.  the  substantial  merits  of  the  complaint.  The  magistrate  is  made 
by  the  statute  simply  a  ministerial  oiGcer ;  when  the  woman  in 
writing  and  on  oath,  makes  the  charge,  be  must  bind  the  person 
charged  to  the  county  court  or  commit  him  ;  and  in  short,  he  » 
regarded  only  as  the  medium  through  which  the  matter  in  contro* 
versy  is  conveyed  to  the  tribunal  appointed  by  law  to  adjudicate 
it.  If  the  proceedings  are  defective  in  allegations  absolutely  re- 
quisite to  constitute  a  statutory  ground  of  proceeding,  they  must  of 
course  be  quashed ;  but  if  they  contain  all  that  is  essential  and 
substantial,  to  quash  them  for  informalities,  for  trifling  defects  &c. 
would  contravene  the  obvious  policy  of  the  law,  and  expose  pro- 
ceedings, of  this  kind,  in  a  majority  of  cases  to  be  defeated,  and 
the  party  injured  to  commence  de  novOf  at  great  expense  and  with 
no  benefit  to  any  one.  As  to  the  first  objection  the  statute  on  wbioii 
the  complaint  is  founded,  no  where  recognizes  that  the  magistrate 
should  send  up  the  copies,  instead  of  the  original.  The  nature  of 
the  proceeding  and  the  character  in  which  he  acts,  seems  to  pre- 
scribe a  priori f  the  exhibition  of  the  original  to  the  county  court. 
•JCkher  course  is  well  enoughs 

2.  The  fact  on  which  this  objection  is  founded  is  wholly  gratu- 
itous. The  icomplaint  seems  to  have  been  signed  and  served  on 
the  8th  October  1834.  The  intendment  at  law  is  that  the  pro- 
ceedings were  regular,  if  they  so  appear.  Moreover,  this  was  a 
summary  proceeding,  and  the  x^mplaint  with  the  service  be,  are 
4JI  presumed  in  law  to  be.  done  at  the  same  time  ;  the  punctum 
iemporiSf  the  precedence  and  subsequence  of  acts  stated  in  reo- 
erds  and  presumed  to  be  contemporaneous  ^eannot  be  enquired  in- 
to, because  wholly  immaterial. — 3  Stark.  Ev.  1043  and  1278.«->1 
Chit.  PI.  288-9.  And  furthermore  the  statute  no  where  requires 
the  complaint  to  be  signed. 

8.  This  objection  is  obviated  by  Hall  vs.  Adams^  I  Aik.  R* 
j98,  and  the  statutes  there  referred  to. 

4.  The  .statute  required  plaintiff  to  **  charge"  defendant  ''  iq 
•writing^^and  thb  was  done— but  not  subscribe  any  oath.  It  nequir> 
ed  her  to  take  an  oath,  and  the  magistrate  certifies  that  she  did  so, 
in  the  usual  form. 

5.  The.  plain  language  of  the  complaint,  shows  the  identity  of 
jbe  person  which  the  objection  denies^  beyond  the  possibility  of 
.cavil. 
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6.  The  complaint  alleges  that  Jane  Graves  "  a  single  woman"  Geawo  Ima 
complains  &c.     The  allegation  does  not  limit  her  single  blessed-       "mP^' 
ness  to  the  time  of  making  the  complaint,  but  is  discriptive  of  her      G~»«r 
condition  in  this  respect,  generally,  and  at  a  previous  time.     It  b 
the  intendment  of  law  then,  that  she  was  single  when  the  mischief 
happened,  and  if  the  fact  were  otherwise,  and  could  have  had  any 
influence  on  defendants  liability,  it  was  matter  of  evidence    Be- 
sides, the  statute  does  not  require  her  to  allege — as  the  defendant 
does — that  she  was  a  single  woman  when  seduced  ;  and  the  com- 
plaint follows  the  language  of  the  statute  exactly. 

7  and  8.  The  complaint  alleges  that  **  on  or  about  the  last  days 
of  May  1834"  defendant  ''did  beget  a  child  upon  the  body  of 
Jane  Graves"  which  said  child  when  born  will  be  a  bastard  &c., 
and  the  complaint  was  made  October  8th  1834.  It  is  difficult  to 
see  bow  the  pregnancy  and  the  author  of  it  could  have  been  more 
clearly  averred.  The  omission  to  aver  that  the  defendant  was 
'*  the  father"  is  immaterial,  since  both  forms  of  expression  used  in 
the  statute  are  precisely  equivalent,  and  that  employed  in  the  com- 
plaint conveys  the  idea  fully. 

It  may  be  remarked  that  the  proceedings  in  those  bastard  cases 
are  treated  in  all  respects  like  a  civil  suit,  except  that  the  process 
oiay  be  forthwith,  and  do  not  require  that  technical  nicety  that  is 
jequired  in  criminal  proceedings.  The  forms  of  proceeding  adopt- 
ed by  the  magistrate  in  this  case  have  been  used  in  this  state  more 
than  thirty  years  without  objection. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 
CoLLAMER,  J. — ^The  statute  provides  "that  when  any  single 
woman  shall  be  delivered  of  any  bastard  child,  or  shall  declare 
herself  to  be  with  child,  and  that  such  child  is  likely  to  be  bom  a 
'bastard ;  and  shall  in  either  case,  charge  any  person,  in  writing 
and  on  oath,  before  any  justice  of  the  peace  of  the  same  county, 
with  having  gotten  her  with  child  and  being  the  father  of  such  child, 
the  said  justice,  on  the  application  of  such  woman,  shall  issue  his 
warrant,"  be.  It  then  goes  on  to  provide  that  on  the  defendant's 
being  brought  before  the  justice  he  shall  enter  into  a  recognizance 
pear  before  the  county  court  and  answer  to  said  complaint,  or  be 
eommitted. 

In  the  argument  of  this  case  much  has  been  said  by  one  of  the 
plaintiff's  counsel  on  the  ground  that  inasmuch  as  this  motion  to 
quash  was  not  interposed  before  the  justice,  it  is  cured  or  waived. 
This   proceeding  before   the  justice  is  copied  from  the  English 
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Geamd  Isi^.  statutCi  in  which  the  justice  perform^  merely  the  part  of  a  mioisle- 
fSiT^'  rial  officer.  No  proceediogs  are  had  before  him  in  a  judicial  ca- 
GravM  pacily.  He  does  not  pass  on  the  merits  of  the  case.  The  whole 
proceeding  before  the  justice  is  a  mere  proceeding  to  get  a  case 
before  the  county  court ;  and  therefore  the  whole  must  be  there 
subject  to  every  objection  for  irregularity, as  the  defendant  has  nev- 
er waived  these  objections  by  proceeding  to  the  merits  of  the  case. 
The  statute  clearly  requires  that  complaint  shall  be  made  in  wri- 
ting on  oath  by  the  woman  who  b  with  child  or  who  has  been  de- 
livered, and  that  it  shall  chaise  the  defendant  with  having  gotten  her 
with  child  and  being  the  father  of  such  child.  It  b  here  insisted 
that  this  complaint  is  not  on  oath.  It  is  true  that  the  complainant 
is  not  a  competent  certifying  officer  to  the  fact  that  she  was  sworn , 
and  therefore,  what  b  said  in  the  complaint  on  that  subject  b  use- 
less ;  yet  it  does  appear  by  the  justice's  certificate  that  she  was  in 
fact  sworn  to  the  complaint  before  the  warrant  issued,  though  the 
certificate  of  this  fact  was  not  made  until  afterwards. 

The  complaint  must  be  in  writing.  Thb  implies  signing.  It  b 
not  perhaps  necessary  it  should  be  subscribed,  but  it  must  be  signed, 
that  is,  it  must  be  under  the  hand  of  the  complainanL  It  must  be 
signed  by  herself,  or  by  some  person  for  her  by  her  authority.  It 
seems  this  was  never  done  until  afler  the  whole  proceedings 
before  the  justice  were  closed.  The  woman  must  declare  herself 
to  be  with  child  and  charge  some  person  with  having  gotten  her 
with  child  and  being  the  father  of  such  child.  Tliis  must  be  done 
in  the  complaint  with  certainty  at  least  to  a'common  intent.  In  this 
complaint  the  pkiniiff  comes,  and  calling  herself  a  single  ^oman 
she  comfdains  not  ihat  she  is  with  child,  nor  that  the  defendant  iias 
^tten  her  with  child,  but  she  says  that  one  John  Adams  did  beget 
«  child  on  one  Jane  Graves,  and  then  without  alleging  or  suggesting 
lhat  she  is  the  same  person,  or  that  the  Jane  Graves  who  lias  been 
begott^  with  child  had  any  connexion  with  thb  prosecution,  th^ 
plaintiff  apparently  without  any  authority,  prays  process  |o  [issue. 
In  all  the  forms  of  pleading  when  the  complainant  or  plaintiff 
uies  the  term  <me  A.  B.  it  implies  some  other  third  person,  not 
Mere  mentioned.  It  must  be  so  taken  unless  oiherwbe  ejtplained 
in  the  oount ;  which  not  being  done  here,  the  court  must  hold  that 
the  plaintiff  cannot  complain  for  the  grievance  of  another  person* 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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ADDISON  COUNTY, 
Jancxrt  TsftM»  1836. 


Pmmwt,  Hon.  CHARLES  K.  Y^ILLIAMQ.  Oiitf  Jmtke. 
«•      STEPHEN  ROYCE,         } 
••^      SAMUEL  8.  PHELPS,     lAuiwtani  JWtltMt. 
^      ISAAC  F.  REDFIELD,    S 


AoDiioir, 


Warren  H.  Webster  vs.  Seymour  and  Joslin. 

A  eitoon  of  Vergennes  liable  to  tazatioD  bj  reasoo  of  hb  property  does  not 
tequiTo  an  exemption  fh>ni  taxation,  or  arreet  fbr  payment  of  taxeaby  enlitt.         ^^^' 
mg  into  the  army  of  the  United  State*. 

Tbb  was  an  action  of  assault  and  false  imprisonnient. — Plea, 
geoeral  issue^  with  a  justification  of  the  assault  and  imprisonment. 
Replication — That  at  the  time  of  the  assault  and  imprisonment, 
the  plaintiff  was  a  soldier  or  artificer  in  the  United  States  service, 
and  that  his  body  could  not  be  arrested  or  imprisoned,  on  any  debt 
or  contract  for  a  less  sum  than  twenty  dollars.  The  plaintiff  oA 
fered  evidence  tending  to  prove  that  be  was  on  the  first  day  of 
March  1833,  regularly  enlisted  as  a  private  soldier  into  tbe  army 
of  tbe  United  States  for  the  term  of  five  years,  and  was  faithfully 
d6ing  bis  duty  therein  at  the  time  of  his  arrest  and  imprisonment, 
and  that  the  debt  or  contract  then  held  by  said  Seymour  against 
him,  was  less  than  twenty  dollars,  and  that  he  continued  in  the  ser- 
vice of  the  United  States,  until  the  20th  day  of  November  1835, 
when  be  was  lawfully  discharged  therefrom,  and  showing  the  court 
the  acts  of  Congress  of  tbe  United  States,  by  which  it  is  enacted, 
tbac  no  non-commissioned  officer,  masicien,  or  private,  shall  be  ar^ 
reeted,  or  sutject  to  arrest,  or  be  taken  in  executbn  for  any  debt 
under  twenty  dollars  contracted  before  enlistment,  nor  for  any  debt 
contracted  after  enlistment.  The  defendant  Seymour  offered  eri* 
dence  tending  to  show,  that  at  tbe  annual  March  meeting  holden 
at  Vergennes,  on  tbe  last  Tuesday  in  March  1833,  he  was  duly 
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Amh^a  oli»i«i^»wypriofjhptlw^i8i*J^ 

"^   '*     by  UiQ^^oimn^D  miHioU  or.ibecit)t>x}£.ycigamfM^  m  vkiob  «p> 
(HMtfs  tbe  Amne  of  W«»ea  U.  >WdbMi^  »s9e9itd^  tp  4»tli6  mtm  of  > 
8ii^«m  oeoUi)  tbe  said  WebaCer  being  a*c«tki^.<tf  .Veiftrmjpa— i 
suli^l  U>  teaHlion  tbere,  wfaidi  tete^biil-^iWMr.pni—iitteit  ta  mmbi^ 
SeyiOQur»  to  coUeet,  aod  tbat^nvarda  iatte«aoBtbieC  Jaif  1883^ 
by.virtw  of  a  imimni  eiimMd  teeaki  failiheooBaoiilled  tbe  plain-' 
tiff  4o  tlie.jail  ta  VergeernKfer  the  flD»*|payBCieiit  of  ibe  lax,    Oo- 
thotriai the fS9iM deddtd;  tlhtt^tbe  ads  cf  Congrosa eixsaaid  4Uk* 
Dol exempt  lay^miMoimisaioflad  officseiveciifiaer,  pritate-Dr  tm^ 
siaiaft  b  ibe  araiy  jof  ihe^Uaited  States  ironi  aHeal  ftoai  mtifmai.' 
to  be  expended  on  tbe  highways  in  thia  aia(0y.eitlK]iOtiii.o»  widei^ 
twenty  dollars,  when  the  same  was  n>ade  up  on  a  Ibt  made  iff  tbe 
proper  authority  before  their  enlistment,  and  the  soldier  being  lia-. 
ble  to  taxation  before  enlistment,  whether  the  tax  was  assessed  be- 
foi«  Of  after  the  ^d  enlistment,  that  (be  words  ^  debt  or'  ceh- 
traets"  named  in  tfae^aid  aets  Of  Congress  did  not  extend  totieixes 
io»  this  state :  and  directed  ^  verdiet  to  be  entered  *for  defendants. 
Tb  this  opinion  of  ibe  court  the  plamdff  excepted; 

E.  J).  lVoQdiriJg0  for  plaintiff .-^The  point , presented  iatbfear 
case  is,  whether  a  soldier  in  the  army  of  th^, United  States  ,ia«4i0^. 
ble  to  arrest  and  imprisonment  by  virtue  of  a  warrant  annexed  ir 
a  rat^or  tax-bill, under  the  sum  of  twepty  dollars  assessed  and  lud 
after  his  enlistment.' 

The  plaintiff  first,  contends  that  there  is  no  distin<;lioR  ip  t^^ 
between  the  meaning  of  the  word  execution  as  used  in  ih^, 
acts  of  Congress  and  the  word  warrant  as  used  in  our  statute  to  be 
annexed  to  tax-bills.  The  effect  is  the  samel  The  expcu^w 
commands  the'  officer  (o  take  the  goods,  chattels,  or  lands  of'.^Se 
debtor  and  for  want  thereof  to  take  his  body.  Wavrant  annexed 
to  ante  or  tax-4)lll  commands  the  same. 

S.  To  take  either  the  statute  aforesaid  or  the  definition  ,of  tl^ 
word  warrant  (so'  for  at  least  as  those  to  be  annealed  t^rate  or^tav 
bilb)  and  the  word  execution  as  given  by  Walker,  lhey»are'literajr ! 
ly  the  same,  and  by  virtue  of  neither  could  the  body, of  tb^jpl^n-:^^ 
tiff" bavei)een* legally  arreated  or  i»prise«ied.     .      ,         c .. .  .^1,V, 

3.  The  word  debt  and  tax  bave  in  aU^articu^^jButljewBierjiieaiir, 
ing.     The  word  debt  as  defined  by  Walker  means,  that  which  < 
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lM««Wit>iM*0r,tiwil  which  «qroa»iiili%iiJitoda  er  ^ 

6r*    And  the  word  lax  as  defioai  by  tlie  same  aiUbor  means,  an^Jj 


»«lrihiil0iaqposed,  a»exBii»,anrilage,ehatgdbe.  Debtis  w«tei«r 
tfaaa  an  oUigaiion  eoterdd  inlo  bjr  the  party  h'misetf  iipyr^ ' 
with  aone  other  uMthridoal,  by  which  he  cmuracts  to  do  oertab 
chiocit  «m1  on  Aihwe  of  peribraiaiiQa  he  subjects  himself,  by  doe 
of  law  CO  the  peoaky  of  imprisooment ;  and  us  is  awnher 
tor  the  same  thing—- it  is  nothing  more  than  a  contract  eater* 
ad  uMo  by  ovary  individual  on  bis  becoming  an  inhabitant  of  any 
town  or  becoming  a  member  of  any  society  orcorporatioo  thai  be 
w91  pay  his  share  of  all  taxes  legally  imposed  by  such  town,  aoeie- 
qr  or  oorponiiooi  and  on  Ailuie  thereof,  that  his  property  or  body 
may  be  taken  by  due  course  of  law  in  satisfaction  of  said  tax. 
llieidbce  that  a  tax  is  nothing  more  or  less  in  its  nature  than  a 
debt  or  oontract,  is  most  certain. 

P.  C.  T\tcker  •for  defendants. — ^Two  poinds  ^ere  decided  by 
the  court  in  this  case* 

1#  That  the  acts  of  Congress  dio  not  exempt  any  non<ommis<' 
nooed  crfBcer,  artificer,  private  or  musbian  in  the  army  of  the  Uni- 
ted States  from  arrest  for  any  tax  to  be  expended  on  the  highways 
ia  this  state,  either  over  or  under  twenty  dollars,  where  the  sum 
was  made  up  on  a  list  made  by  the  proper]  authority  before  their 
aniislaient,  and  when  the  soldier  was  liable  to  taxation  before  en* 
t,  whether  the  tax  was  assessed  before  or  after  said  enlist-r 


>•  That  the  words  debt  or  contract,  as  used  in  the  acts  of  Con' 
peas  iBd  not  extend  to  taxes  in  this  state. 

The  laws  of  the  United  States  provide  thatnonon-coromissien-' 
ad  oflfeer,  musician  or  private  shall  be  arrested  or  subject  to  arresii^ 
for,  or  to  be  taken  in  execution  for  any  debt  under  the  sum  of 
twenty  dollars,  contracted  before  enlistment,  nor  for  any.  debt  oon^* 
traced  after  enlistment* 

These  clauses  are  not  to  b^  construed  without  any  exceptions*^ 
Sbkaly  speaking,  every  thing  which  one  person  owes  to  another  is 
a  debtj  and  even  a  trespass  might  be  called  so ;  because  when  the 
miuasui  has  been  sued  at  law  and  a  judgment  has  passed  against 
Mm,  that  judgment  would  be  <<  a  debt.''  Would  the  soldier,  then, 
bOf  by  mancb  a  constroctioo,  exempt  from  the  cottsei|uences'  of  a; 
a  iNSpass )  We  apprehend  not.  And  akhoqgb  there  is  no  deci- 
I  upon  the  subject  reported^  we  understand  it  has  been  so  bol- 
18 
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^^^       'The  getreral  tifcjeci  t)f  the^tattitei  ttf 'th«P€iiit^^  «n  this 

^'^JgJ*  siAjfect  •appisisis  ki  bi^'vftty  (^  tjfler  an  taducemeol 
for  m^n  to  efiltst,  on  the*  one  hd«d;'aihl'^  jpr^vMehne  Vs^gMog  th«ni 
a  credit  Vhile  they  belong  to^tlte  service,  on  the  other.  '  But  we 
czmtend  that  rhey  mrere  oefver  de^jgiied  ¥6  e^tentftetny^hii^ifart 
was  not  strictly  a^d«4irt  or  contract.  A  ^x  is  more  property  a  '4th 
ty  than*  a  debt  dfcontradt,  and  ur  very  'peculiarly  so  when  iris  m 
highway  tax  wWch  inay  be  paid  in  Tabor; -* 

A  debt  is'  defined  to  be'^'tbat  which  one  man  owes  to  another  ; 
that  which  any  one  is  obliged  to  do  (Mr  suffer^'.  To  Contract  gen- 
erally means  "to  make  a  bargain,  a' compact."' '  lti{8'imt)lies  an 
agreement,  a  union  of  minds,  and  may  be  contradistinguishedirorh 
a  tax  by  the  latter  not  involving  an^  idea  eitbef^of  a  bargalh  or 
compact.  A  tax  is  said  to  be  '^  an  impost,  a  tribute  imposed^  an 
excise,  a  tanage.'^  "Neither  of  these  suppose  an  agreement  on  the 
person  taxed,  unless  it  be  the  implied  understanding  of  submission 
to  t^e  laws  of  the  fand  ;  none  of  them  can  correctly  be  called 
contracts.  All  the  statutes  of  the  United  States  on  this  subject  use 
the  words  *'  for  any  debt  contracted."  An  impost,  a  tribute^  ati 
excise,  a  tallage,  are  neither  of  them  ''  debts  contracted.^^'  They 
might  either  be  called  the  efiect  of  the  supreme  power  br  author* 
ily  of  the. country  acting  upon  the  citizen  without  his  consent,  and 
manifestly,  involve  ideas  altogether  foreign  and  cfissimilar  to  those 
understood  by  the  words  debt  or  contract. 

The  soldier  in  the  present  instance  was  liable  to  the  tax  before 
enlistment,  and  bad  been  assessed  for  it  by  the  proper  authority* 
The  officer  was  necessarily  compelled  to  eoUect  it  upon  hia  war^ 
rant  or  commit  the  plaintiff  upon  his  refusal. 

' '    The  opiiffon  of  the  court  Was  delivered  by 

Psia.t's,  J.-— The  point  sobmitted  for  our  decision  is,  wb^b6r 
the  plaintiff  was  legally  liaUe  to  arrest  for  the  tax  described  b 
thecaee^ 

The  question,  how  iar  persotis  attached  to  this  army  of  the  Usi- 
tod  States  may  be  subjected  to  taxation  b  the  particufar'  district 
where  they  are  stationed,  and  may  in  fact  reside,  is  not,  ia  lie  ftdl 
extent,  involved  in  the  case.  And  whether  thecity  of  Vergemies 
can  claim  such  persons;  as  may^be  attached  to  the  Arsenal  alAhat 
place,  as  rendents,  and  subject  to  taxation  by  reason  of  their  reai* 
dence  there,  is  not  necessary  in  our  opiflioa  to  be  decided. 
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would  not  become  liable  to  oiereperacMl  iWHUWi.  ^^  nitton  pf^ 

il«idipc»,9^q9^   ,T^^4ief^e9i;^,j^hbf.i:efo^itotbemili|ary'    w^' 
MlHXbiA^r  ffbicl»*t^Q  l^qked  Stat^.,e9E«pM^j  by  c^ispioi^  psdj^- 
aivfl-JMiiMip^i^^rfW^  poinpilfai  {irfttecUoOs  th^ejr 

den^jtratb^pirooi.tt^iB  gQiJ^fui|||p(.  of  tbe  United  .Sca^»  wiUi 
«l|^Jhe]rn9^it^fiOWMe(),  tbjip  frotp  tb^.  government  of,  tb^ 
4iettHi .^Imb  th^tinay  .be^uti^ed  tempormilj^  and  under  t^e 
ioiibecUat^  dk^tion  and.contrpl  of  tb^  wi^r  dep«JCtinent«  ^t  foUovs 
tbai  ibey  are  not  to  be  consid^fed  a3  becj^piing  citizep^  of  that  pl^o^i 
to  the  jpurpose^^of  tA^ajion,  .as  a  nepe^ry  legal  cooseqveiDoe  of 
^Itieir  JiocatioQ  th^re.  •  ,         , 

So  &r>  bp^wpver,  v^  they  may  possess  taxable  property ,  aitidUe 
vitluq  tb^e  jurisdiction  of  tbe  city,  tbe  rule  would  seem  to  be  dii- 
JGbreot«  .As  jurisdiction  over  property  involves  the  power  of  tax- 
ing itj  tbe  pow^r  {of  enforcing  the  tax  necessarily  follows.  If  it 
h^  it^al  estate,  tbe  point  would  hardly  admHpf  a  doubt,  and  if  it 
be^i^Spnal,  it  would  be  difficult  to  discover  any  distinction  in 
«8pii)l  o(  j)rippiplej  between  the  one  and.  tbe  other.  Both  are 
ei|Lial]y.  under.  \he  protection  of  the  state,  and  for  .t|;MS  protection 
Xhe  owio^r,  whoever  he  paay  be,  owes  tbe  corresponding  pbligation 
iQibe  government  which  protects  it. 

Tbis  pase  however,  depends. upon  piher. circumstance.  Tbe 
flaiotiff  was  a  citizen  of  Vergeunes  previous  to  his  enlistment  as 
a  soldier*.  He  had  taxable  property  there,  and  a  list  whicb  bad 
ieen  completed  before  bis  enlistment,  upon  wliich  li&t  the  tax  in 
^uesiion  was  assessed* 

The  precise  question  then,  in  this  case  is,  not  whether  be  be* 
come  subject  to  taxation  by  reason  of  residence  there  as  a  soldief, 
but  whether,  by  his  enlistment,  h^  was.  absolved  from  such  liiibifi-i 
ly,  where  it  previously,  existed. 

It  has  never  beeii  oonsidesed  that  beeommg^an  .^oyKBted  soldier 
idiiftichiaed »tha.  rkiaen.  Tbieii?igibt  qf-.^nOi^fe  baa  beeo'^unH 
<imlf ^nertadandfiuatainedttncaaeatlfce  the.  preieni».:a0d  itbe 
right  of  protection^  in  regard  to  property^n  its  fullest  e^ueot.faea 
Miyef'frr  tbia  reason,  been  4)ue^tianed,  As  pKPtectiop..aod.  taxa* 
lioii  involve  ^Qrwspondiog  rights  and  duties,  there  is  jiotbmgin  tbe 
ttitoB^  iif  .tlw&  wfal^h  wflvld  exepipt  tbe  soldier  bom  ihe  oo^>  Jf 
jMbd  HOC  direct  him  o(  the  other. 

.  yi9  MM Jook  fJierefore,  for  aticb  Q;i;ea)ption»  if  it  exist,  uLapme 
pMti1»le|^lttJve  enacuo^ol,;  ,Na  9icb  e^eoDptioii  however  is 
auppoattblibeviel  iiKlbe  astf  oCConpfHf  oOi  thia.aubj^U  hpt  itis 
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AmM,    ioMted,  tlmttfaereisft  pffii^Moiiffilhdfli»fM^  ( 

mS!^'     tiff  wts  exempted  from  anestiitf  tbtft  ceuae.    It  mmh^eoa&bd&i^  i 

^'iTatetar     ihgt,  if  the  pUinVf  wil  subject  lo  luatieD  in  regaid  to  lib  pfop^  i 

^•iinpQr  It   erty»  be  was  liable  to  be  dealt  iritb,  tn  tbe  flaoi^  inaMer  at  cidMia  I 

amikrij  subject,  4fi  the- coHeetkNi^  of  Ibe  tax,  oBieafhelwcaaapi>  I 

tablisb  a  persoml  privilege  uoder  tbe  law  of  tbe  Unilod  I 

Several  acts  of  Congress  exemfit  tbe  soldier  :froBci-ttPftiaie^ 
dfcumstaiiees  for  asy  '<  debt  or  coBMCt.'*  Theae  tMtt,^  k  b  » 
fliated^-embrace  tbe  present  ease.  Tbe  eoquirjr  Ibeo  coroa  vpali 
tbe  import  of  tbese  words.  Tbat  Ma  is  not  a  case  of  oentraet 
mast  be  conceded.  Is  tbe  tax  tben  a  debt,  within  tbe  meaofaig 
and  to  tbe  purposes  of  tbis  statute  ?  In  tbe  most  extensive  aenea 
of  tbe  term,  every  thing  is  a  debt  wbicb  b  of  absolute  obligation,^ 
but|  m  itt  more  limited  sense,  it  imports  only  a  particular  Idlid 
of  duty  I  and  in  tbis  sense  is  substantially  synonymous  'with  ooa- 
tract.  In  tbis  sense  it  is  more  generally  used  in  statutes  relaiing 
to  tbe  execution  of  process,  and  espeotally  in  tboae  wUeb  are  in- 
tended  to  mitigate  tbe  rigor  of  tbe  common  law,  and  to  create^iw 
tain  privileges  and  Exemptions  in  behalf  of  the  debtor.  Itisa'dia- 
tinetive  term,  and  has  reference,  in  such  cases,  to  a  distioctiofi  b^ 
tween  different  classes  of  debtors,  well  founded  in  tb^  waters  t»f 
things,  and  which  has  an  important  bearing  upon  atatntory  profla* 
sions  of  tbis  character.  The  common  me^  the  tem,  Hhanfiire, 
in  similar  statutes,  requires  tbat  it  should  be  taken  in  itr  lioMleA 
aense.  There  are  other  and  most  aatiafactory  reaanoa  why  nm 
should  so  understand  it  is  tbe  case.  If  we  extend  it  to  evory; 
case,  where  a  debt  arises  by  force  of  a  judgment,  itom  wbaiaeiai 
cause  the  duty  may  originate,  we  create  an  exemption  in  behalf  of 
the  soldier  in  all  civil  cases,  even  to  the  case  of  the  moat  aggrava- 
ted trespass,— an  exemption,  which  could  not  consist  with  tbe  aafe* 
ty  of  the  citizen,  in  his  person,  or  property. 

We  cannot  beKeve  that  Congress  so  intended:  nor  tbat  tbeir 
pinrpose  wu,  to  turn  loose  upon  tbe  community,  without  tesponsi* 
bility  to  tbe  laws  or  tbe  dvil  magistrate,  a  class  of  nuen,  proae 
from  tbe  nature  of  their  vocaUon  to  vblenoe  and  outrage,  woA  • 
daas  of  men,  who  in  eveiy  age  and  country  have  been  legpudeA 
witb  jealousy  and  distruts. 

Upon  tbe  whole,  we  are  of  opmion,  tbat  tbe  fkMff  was  kgat- 
ly  subject  to  the  tax  in  question,  and  was  lawfeHy  aneaied  upm 
tbe  wanrant,  and  tbe  judgment  of  the  county  court  is  afitmed. 

It  may  be  proper  to  add,  that  we  proceed  upon  tbe  gnuid^th^L 
Ibe  plaintiff  poaseMOd  property  whUn  the  jorisdietioaof  the  ei^^ 
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iipoh<wlliobAbetMMi>qimliQQnr86«$MMd.    Hadtbt^MealioTO    ^^^' 
riM  te  wuMweaied  ooiy  fer  his  fKril*  «  <fiff»>ent  quetlkm  wo«U      laggf ' 
tev^aften*:  :  Aa  ibe  H^b^^xt  pe^sw^iht^imM  rest^upOD  the  dii-    ^tT^ 
If  a(  pwsonid  fMeoiKiion,  itmi^  well  l)0  vgutd,  that  tbe  piainiifl^   *^!^^ 
hf  l^mdm»muh,vi^9  plaQ«4  nodeff  thQ  imaediBte  pfptadioo  of 
the  gammsieitt  of- the  Uoil^d  S(alff»;9iid^wa8  no  longer  to  be  vih 
g0ded»  l^tbts  fMpo«,  w  «  ei|0^i»  of  Vergenoes.    But  ufoa  the 
fKHkitf » iv4Hit  wo^  bafejbeea  the  efS^t  of  tbe  tDfotinmtt  bad 
ih»  plaiBtiff  |M9eaMidna  tenable  escate^  we  give  bo  9fim^. 


^  Charity  Uo|.coii^  v$.  Loviivqs  Sriiirsoff . 
Tbe  tntDftonSm  of  »  p;iQfeculion  mider  the  ^4t«tnt«  MUting  to  bMtanlf  ukL 

bafltardy  ia  a  good  ooDaideration  for  a  promistoij  nolo  •xoouted  for  tiiat 

^ptetpMo  1^  fo0  o^wndaiit* 
•atb  a  prowcdfibii  ia  a  oi^  intt  and  may  as  wafl  bis  mado  the  tubleet  of  a  ^ 

M0ptoiiiiM»aaa]iy«lSiovoiviliQtt»anila  |if«ttl«M«y  eoU  gifMi  to  oAd 

tmah  oompromloe,  bafova  tbe  birtli  of  the  ebUd«  cannot  Im  aveidadf  by  abow.- 

mg  that  the  person  aceasad  oould  not  have  been  the  lather,  anleea  fraqd   or. 

imposition,  in  bringing  abont  the  compromise,  be  also  shown. 
^ben  a  promissory  note  is  giyen  to  compromise  a  ccmtingent  liability,  the  acta 

can' Mvte  be  avoided  by  showing  that  tlie  maker  of  thonete  Wic  not  teiket' 
.^er  m  law  lisUa. 

Iq  this  ease  defettdam  was  sued  spon  a  nott  ^  head,  fMfrponiiip 
m  be  payable  to  plaintiff  fer  twenty-six  dollars/ dated' August  f6f 
1884  and  lobe  due  and  payable  on  or  before  the  1st  day  of  Jw^ 
usvy  A.  D.  1885.  The  case  was  tited  befeie  a  joscio^  of  M 
peace ;  dieie  was  a  jadgmeot  for  defendant  and  if  was  appeaM 
so  this  court. 

The  defendant  offmd  eTidence  to  show  tbattbe  note  was  giv- 
stt,  together  with  the  others,  upon  the  plaintiff's  having,  (tipon  a 
piosecation  under  the  act  relating  to  bastardy,)  sworn  that  be  Wai 
lbe*ftther  of  a  bastard  child,  begotten  upon  lier  body  on  the  SOth 
day  of  November  1888,  and  upon  a  settlement  or  compromise  of 
said  prosecution  ;  that  he  was  absent  from  the  state  from  said  90tfa 
day  of  NoTember  1883,  to  the  Mtb  day  of  June  A«  D*  188^ 
aad  that  the  idteged  child  was  bom  on  the  87th  day  of  September 
1834,  at  a  period  so  far  beyond  the  ordinary  term  of  geMatioo  aa 
lo  bete  made  it  impoasible  that  the  oath  of  said  plaintiff  conld 
ka«e  been  inie,  or  that  he  could  have  been  the  father  of  saidohiM ; 
and  contended  that  upon  tbie  showing,  the  note  was  without  eoii^ 
sidetatioit  and  absohitely  void.  The  pliteiiff  objected  to  the  evi« 
aad  it  was  vejeeted  by  the  court,  and  judgment  rsndared 
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for  the  pWDttflf  cm  the  aoio.    T<)^4pbicb  opiiiiwoC  ibe  oaofli*49* 
feDdtnt  excepted.  i     .  - 

P.  C.  Tucker  for  djrfendmni. — ^Tbe  defendaot  contends  ^t 
the  evidence  offered  ki  this  case  should  have  been  allowed  to  go 
to  the  jury,  and  that  it  was  there  province  to  determine  the  fact 
from  such  evidence  whether  any  consideration  existed  for  the  liote 
or  not,  at  the  time  it  was'  given.  We  contend  that  the  considera- 
tion pT  the  notes  failed  altogether,  if  the  defendant  was  not  in  (act 
tbi  father  of  the  child  sworn  upon  him  by  the  plaintiff. 

That  circumstance  being  the  essential  one  In  determinii^  wheth- 
er he  was  the  debtor  of  the  plaintiff  or  not,  and  the  consideration 
of  the  note  beingythat  indebtedness  or  liability  and  nothing  else. 

If  it  be  said  that  the  giving  of  the  note  was  an  acknowledgii^ 
ment  of  improper  intercourse  between  the   parties^  and  that  that 
is  a  good  consideration,  we  reply  that  such  consideration  is  in&m« 
ous,  and  that  a  promise  founded  upon  it  is  void.<^— Chit,  on  Con. 
p.  216. 

fVoodbridge  and  Pierpoini  for  plaintiff. — 1.  The  plaiatiff 
contends  that  there  was  no  error  in  tbe  decision  of  the  couotyc 
court  in  excluding  tbe  evidence  offered  by  the  defendant.  By  the 
statute  of  Vt.  p.  366  it  is  enacted  that  when  any  single  won^w 
shall  be  deKvered  of  any  bastard  child  or  shall  declare  herself  tQ  be 
with  child,  and  that  such  child  is  likely  to  be  bom  a  bastard  sbc^may 
in  either  case  charge  any  person  in  writing  and  on  oath  with  having 
gotten  her  with  child  and  being  tbe  father  of  such  child.  And  the 
same  statute  makes  tbe  woman  a.  competent  witness  in  the  case 
unless  rendered  incompetent  by  conviction  of  any  crime  which 
would  by  law  disqualify  her  from  being  a  witness  b  aoy  other  case» 
and  the  same  statute  enacts  that  the  woown  may  settle  and  Qom- 
promise  any  such  fornication  in  certain  cases,  and  this  appears  to 
be  one.  •: 

It  will  certainly  be  asking  too  much  to  say  that  after  tbe  defend* 
ant  bad  executed  his  notes  on  this  settlement  of  such  prqeeeutioiii 
thereby  fiiUy  acknowledgUig  his  guilt  in  this  maooer,  to  do;  awaji 
tbe  Dole  and  thereby  preventing  tbe  plaintiff  from  being  a  wityeai 
in  the  case  wlucb  by  law  she  is  made.  ,^ 

8.  A  discharge  by  a  mother  of  an  iUegitimate  child  of  a  |iiaae4 
ecutkxi  instituted  by  ber  iHider  tbe  statute  b  a  good  oosskienciQri 
for  a  note  executed  by  the  father  is  ibe  settlement!  tfaei«(£«-*««fiba 
ecitt  Ts.  HoMf ,  I^  Vt.  R.  p.  886. 

3*  Defendant canAot avoi^ a ooikcract or jMromiseto pigrtfae ex- 
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rtofa  hifttMd  obik}  by  showing  that  ke  »  not  die  fiiiber  of  it, 
in  an  action  upon  such  contract.— Com.  on  Con.  vol*  2  p.  854-(* 
The  opipiQQ  of  the  court  wa^jleliv^red  by 
RsDFiaLPy  J.— Two  questioos  ^re^m^de  in  this  case*    It  is  first    9<t>npflon, 
urged  th^t  tb^.P^Mnpromise  of  a  pipsecqtion  for  charging  defendant  . 
Kith  th^  maiDtenance  of  a  bastard  child  ia  not  a  good  consideratipa. 
for.a   promisaorf  note,  if  in  point  of  fact  the  defendant  was  not 
tbe  father  ef  .tb$i  child. 

1.  It  b  said  if  the  defejudant  was  not  the  father  of  the  child,  it 
is,  to  be  mpesumed  there  bad  been  previous  cohabitation  between 
t^  pai^ttes,  wbictv  remains  the  sole  consideration  for  the  note.«— 
Previous  or  expected  future  cohabitation  is  of  itself  no  legal  oour 
fliijiration,  but  i]}eg$1|  unless  connected  with  seduction  and .  given 
CO  that  acootuit,  not  as  the  price  of  illicit  cohabitation,  but  of  lost 
character  and  abuse*  But  the  compromise  of  a  prosecution  of 
this  kind  is  clearly  both  on  principle  and  authority  a  sufficient  con- 
uderatioD  fi>r  a  promissory  note. — Haven  vs.  Hobbs^  1st  Vt.  R. 
p.  836. 

'  A  psosecution  under  the  statute  relating  to  **  bastards  and  bas* 
twdy,^  i»a  civil  suit  (Gaflbrry  v$.  Austin FrankKn  Co. -Jan.  1836,) 
ind  as  such,  the  complainant,  except  in  one  event,  has  the  same 
power  to  compromise  as  in  any  civil  suit.  Tlie  statute,  in  denying 
lathe  mother  the  right  to  compromise,  until  three  months  after  the 
arrest' c^  the  putative  father,  or  after  the  overseers  of  the  poor- 
have  commenced  or  controlled  the  prosecution,  or  declaring  such 
doiii|Arocnise  void  of  against  the  overseers  of  the  poor,  implicitly 
iteognises  the  right  of  the  mother  to  make  a  valid  compromise  in 
regard  to  ail  otbenpersons. 

9.  If  is  said,  the  testimony  offered  by  the  defendant  and  reject^ 
ed  by  the  court  to  wit,  that  defendant  had  no  access  to  plaintiff 
fer  more  than  ten  months  prior  to  the  birth  of  the  child,  showed, 
if  believed,  a  total  failure,  or  rather  »aat  of  consideration. 

No  doobt  a  consideration  of  this  character  might  b9  impeached 
by  showing  fraud  and  imposition,  as  that  the  pkiatiff  bad  never 
been  wicb  child  and  this  known  to  her  at  the  time  of  the  com^ 
It  might  he  impeached  by  showing  that  the  defendant 
induced  to  make  the  compromise  by  the  improper  duress  of 
%fmgmi  ariest,  or  by  such  threads  as  would  be  likely  to  operate 
apon-tbe  appr^ensioos  of  a  man  of  ordinary  sagacity*  But  the 
aoandaitetiQB  cleariy  eouM  not  be  impeached  by  showing  a  mutual 
mislake  io  pegard  to  the  facts  as  was  preteaded  in  this  ease. 

h  is  not  neeeasary  to  say  that  the  teetimony  oftred  by  the  de- 
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ABovoir.  fendant  in  this  case,  would  not  in  the  estimation  of  adentifie  mcitt 
'^tiSe?*  rMder  it  quite  certain  the  flefendant  was  not  the  fttb^  of  tiM 
Hoi^b  child.  The  questbn  if  submitted  to  a  jury  would  still  be  one  of 
great  doubt ;  for  as  is  said  in  Roil.  Abr,  **  the  law  does  not  appoint 
any  certain  time  for  the  birth  of  a  child/'  1  Roll.  Abr.  366.  And 
in  the  opinion  of  the  celebrated  Dr.  Hunter  solicited  and  obtained 
by  the  learned  editor  of  the.instilotes,  it  is  asseMed  that  some 
"  women  have  been  delivered  of  children  more  than  im  calleiider 
DKMiths  from  the  conception-'*^  Petersdorff.  177. 

But  however  conclusive  the  testimony  might  be  in  any  giveir 
case  to  show  the  defendant  could  not  have  been  the  iather,  it  is  a 
defence  which  he  could  not  be  pennitted  to  set  op  to  a  promissory 
note  given  to  compromise  a  prosecution,  which  had  been,  or  wee 
about  to  be  commenced  against  him  in  good  feitb. 

The  defendant  was  not  deceived.  He  had  all  tbe  means  of 
knowledge  which  plaintiff  bad.  If  there  was  any  mistake  it  was 
a  mutual  misuke.  There  was  no  condition  annexed  to  tbe  cona* 
promise.  If  tbe  mother  bad  been  delivered  of  two  children, 
which  had  lived  and  required  support,  he  could  not  have  been  com* 
polled  to  pay  any  thing  more^  and  if  the  child  had  died  at  the  mo- 
ment of  Urth  he  could  not  have  resbted  the  payment  of  tbe  sun» 
stipulated. 

It  is  not  true  that  here  has  been  a  failure  of  consideration.  For 
the  notes  are  not  given  as  tbe  payment  of  a  certain  and  fixed  fia* 
btlity,  but  for  the  compromise  of  a  doubtful  claim,  one  object  oih 
doubtedly  was  to  get  rid  of  tbe  prosecution,  both  in  its  natural  and 
accidental  consequences.  This  was  all  defendant  expected  and 
all  he  expected  by  the  compromise,  and  was  tht  eonsiderotion  of 
the  note  now  in  suit.  This  consideration  has  not  felled.  There 
is  no  pretence  the  plaintiff  acted  in  bad  faith,  or  can  now  obtaiir 
compensation  against  another.  This  compromise  will  be  such  » 
declaration  of  the  paternity  of  her  child,  as  will  effectually  defeat 
any  attempt  to  charge  it  upon  another.  The  defendant  too  has 
admitted  himself  tbe  father,  by  the  comproiuise,  and  be  eaonot 
now  be  permitted  to  contest  that  feet. 

The  surceasing  of  a  suit  even  for.a  time  is  always  a  good  oonatdSr- 
ation  for  a  promise.  So  also  is  the  compromise  of  a  doubtful 
claim.  And  in  the  latter  case  the  defendant  cannot  be  permit-^ 
ted  to  resist  a  recovery  on  the  promise,  on  the  ground,  that  he 
was  not  liable,  that  facu  have  now  transpired,  which  [wiU  eaa* 
bie  him  successfully  to  resbt  the  claim,  lliis  wouM  be  to  diara* 
gaid  the  compromise  of  every  doubtfol  clairo>  and  open  every  dis- 
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PDlB  put  ^  V99i  hj  the  agraemeot  of  th*  psrtieSi  ibr  fresh  UtigaticMlk    ^f^^^' 
IttABTQiiU  b:fi^t  i^iKiwiit' ioiposaible  for  the  patties  ever  eflfectually       iSiS!^' 
ta4Vm^QiQi^*i^.iB«tiec  bycoatract  tA  agreefBont.    In  the  preseot     ***^^^"* 
cflj9  ic  wiU  leMt'  in  a  triad  upoa  ibe  feneritd  of  the  original  contro-     stim^. 
vfC9y^  witil  lUs  dwdvamigeto  the  plsiQtiff  that  her  testimooy, 
wbjcbtbQ.statutt^makes  eoinpeteet  ooly  on  the  trial  of  the  issue 
oCriKH:ti>hh|og  not, oottldfipc  be  received.    Sucb  a  doctrine  could 
not  lor  a  moment  be  admitted*    The  case  of  \Shauf  vs.   Wkiite-' 
sia«b  Peaks  oases  524,  abridged  4  Petersd.  186  is  almost  directly  in 
poiQU    Tber»lhe  defendant  bad  allowed  tbe  mother  seven  shillings 
pqr  1— ek  fi>r  the*  maintenanee'of  tbe  child,  wbiciv  sum  he  had 
p^i^  regularly  .fo^^some  time*    On  tbe  trial,  afier  proof  of  defend- 
ant's agreement  to  pay  seven  shillings,  be  offered  to  show  that  be 
bad  DOW  discovered  <<  the  right  father'^  x>(  the  child*    Lord  Ken- 
yoQ  said  tbe  testimony  couU  not  be  ittcoved.  >% 

la  New-York  it  has  been  held  (Sl^k  ts.  Whitt  4/.  478.)  fl  to^Uj/^ 
"Tbal  when  a  person  interested  in  a  suit  voluntarily  compromises 
tbe  same  .without  any  fraud  ch*  imposition  practiced  upon  him  be 
caanot^te  released  from  tbe  compromise,  (even  in  equity)  although 
beab^ws  it  wa&.not  beneficial  to  htm  or  that  be  had  the  right  to 
recover  in  the  suit  in  law*^  The  same  principle  had  been  repeat- 
edly recognised  in  iheir  courts  of  law  before.  The  decisions 
wbieb  have  been  bad  upon  wagers  at  common  law  recognize  the 
saioe.  general  principle  in  one  particular,  that  although  the  event 
bad  actually  transpired^  still  if  it  was  unknown  to  tbe  parties,  and  V 
vi^gtr  was  laid  upon  tbe  event,  it  was  a  good  wager.— JSoman  vs. 
BmoMj  8  Conn  4D%.^Earl  of  Mardi  vs.  Piggott,  5  Bur.  280S. 

la  Pennsylvania  (O'feason  vs.  Barclay,  2  Penn.  R.  681,) 
it  )m  been  decided  that  the  compromise  of  an  action  of  slander 
in  which  the  words  laid  in  the  declaration  t^ers  tio^  aclionablei  is  a 
gofid  ooosideralian  for  a  note  for  tbe  payment  of  money. 

Ipdeedi(is  a  principle  too  obvbus  to  the  perceptionsof  all,of  too 
uoifeiBal  applk»eition,  and  too  generally  recognized  by  adjudicated 
cases;  to  require  further  discussion. 

This  note  being  given  before  the  birth  of  the  child  and  upon  a 
ooiMio^tDl  liability,  a  case  might  occur  in  which  the  defendant  would 
be^  SBMNiaraiad  from  all  liability  on  the  note.  This  would  be  tbe 
cast  of  the  overseers  of  the  poor  prosecutbg  on  behalf  of  the  town 
ancLeamlpaUing  tbe  defendant  to  maintain  the  child.  Here  wouM 
be-a^ttluos  ef  die  consideration  unless  tbe  risk  of  this  was  to  rest 
upon.^efowhi^'by  tbe  terms  of  the  eoropiomise. 

The  judgment  of  the  county  court  is  affirmed. 
19     • 
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Amntov,  JoSEPH  C ARTIER  Jb.  VS.  J08EPH  PaGE. 


ft8M.  jj^^  ^(  Qf  ^I^Q  ProTincial  Parliament  in  Lover  Canada,  paaaed  in  179S,  de. 
olaring  that  aaits  shall  be  brooght  on  promiaaery  notea  within  five  yean,  or 
ahall  be  considered  as  paid  and  discharged  if  the  debtor  makes  oath  that  the 
same  is  paid,  is  considered  as  a  statute  of  limitation,  or  a  statute  preeeribing 
a  mode  of  proof,  and  as  such  has  no  force  in  this  state.  The  statute  only  ef. 
ftcts  the  remedy  and  not  the  contract. 

The  action  in  this  case  was  assumpVit  founded  on  a  promissory 
note  written  in  the  French  language,  and  of  which  the  following  is 
an  accurate  translation : 

<<^t.  Antoine,  April  8,  1819. 
£22,5,0. 

In  the  course  of  next  summer,  I,  Joseph  Page^  residing  in  Ver^ 
mont,  Addison  County,  town  of  Monkton,  I  promise  to  pay  to 
the  order  of  Mr.  Joseph  Cartier  Jr.  of   St.  Antoine,  Chambly 
River,  twenty-two  pounds,  five  shillings  currency,  for  value  receive 
^_    .   ^d  in  merchandise. 
^  (Knowing  not  how  to  sign,  he  made  his  usual-  mark  in  presence 

of  the  undersigned  witnesses,  the  note  having  been  read  before 
signing.) 

his 

JOSEPH ,«  PAGE, 


•^ 


F.   BOUTILLIEU,  )   nr.. 
L.CHETAL,        'J  '»'•<«««»• 


mark. 


The  defendant  pleaded  in  bar  to  the  action  that  fay  An  act  of 
the  Provincial  Parliament  of  the  province  of  Lower  Canada,  pas- 
sed in  the  34th  year  of  King  George  the  third  (A.  D.  1793,)  all 
notes  of  hand  upon  which  no  suit  or  action  should  be  brought  with- 
in five  years  next  after  the  day  on  which  such  promissory  note  be- 
came due  and  payable,  were  taken  and  considered  to  be  paid  and 
discharged,  and  set  forth  the  act  aforesaid  in  the  words  following 
to  wit  : 

"  And  be  it  further  enacted  by  the  authority  afiwesaid"  (mean- 
ing the  King  of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland  by  and  with  the  advice 
and  consent  of  the  legislative  council  and  assembly  of  the  province 
of  Lower  Canada,  constituted  and  assembled  by  virtue  of,  and  un- 
der the  authority  of  an  act  {of  the  Parliament  of  Great  Britain, 
passed  in  the  31st  year  of  the  reign  of  King  George  the  III,  en* 
titled  **  an  act  to  repeal  certain  parts  of  an  act  passed  in  the  four<p 
teenth  year  of  his  majesty's  reign"  entitled  "  an  act  for  making 
more  efiectual  provisions  for  the  government  of  the  province  of 
Quebec  in  North  America  andto  make  further  provisions  for  the 
government  of  said  Province")  "  that  every  promissory  note,  al- 
ready made  and  due,  shall  be  taken  and  considered  to  be  paid  and 
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discharged,  if  no  suit  or  action  is  brought  thereooi  wilbtn  three    Aj>i»imih    , 
years  fiom  and  after  the  passing  of  this  act ;  and  eveiy  such  prom-       iSs!^' 
issory  note,  already  made  but  not  due,  or  that  shall  hereafter  be      ^^l^ 
made,  shall  be  taken  and  considered  to  be  paid  and  discharged,  if      Ph*« 
Qo  suit  or  action  is  brought  thereon,  within  five  years  next  after 
the  date,  on  wUch  such  promissory  note  shall  become  due  and  pay- 
able.    Provided  always  that  any  debtor  or  debtors  on  such  prom- 
issory note,  shall  if  thereunto  required,  make  oath,  that  such  prom- 
issory note  is  bona  fide  discharged  and  paid.    And  in  case  of  such 
actioo  being   brought  against  heirs  or    representatives,    against  * 

whom  an  action  may  be  legally  instituted,  such  heirs  or  represent 
tatives  shall  if  thereunto  required,  make  oath,  that  they  do  believe 
that  such  promissory  note,  has  been  lawfully  paid  and  discharged." 

To  which  said  plea  the  plaintiff  filed  his  replication,  setting  forth 
that  be  ought  not  to  be  barred  from  his  recovery  in  said  action,  be- 
cause that  at  the  time  of  giving  said  notes  and  ever  since,  Che  saud 
Joseph  Page  was  and  hath  been  an  inhabitant  of  the  town  of  Monk- 
ton  in  the  county  of  Addison  and  state  of  Vermont,  and  without 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  courts  of  said  province  of  Lower  Canada. 

To  this  rephcation  the  defendant  demurred,  and  the  pkintiff 
joined. 

The  court  decided  that  the  plea  in  bar  of  the  defendant  was  in- 
sufficient, and  that  the  plaintiff  have  judgment  for  his  damages  and 
costs.    To  which  decision  of  the  court  the  defendant  excepted. 

Mesirs.  Ikicker  and  Briggs  far  defendant. — ^The  question  iflf 
(his  case,  is  upon  the  sufficiency  of  the  plea  in  bar. 

1.  Is  the  statute  of  Canada  an  absolute  bar  to  a  suit  on  a  note 
which  has  been  due  more  than  five  years,  with  the  exception  pro- 
vided ? 

2.  Are  we  to  treat  the  sutute  of  Canada  as  a  statute  of  limita- 
tions and  apply  to  it  the  same  construction  which  has  been  applied 
to  the  statute  of  James  I,  by  a  course  of  judicial  legislation  ? 

The  contract  declared  upon  was  executed  in  Canada. 

It  is  a  &miliar  doctrine,  that  the  nature,  validity  and  legal  effect 
of  a  contract,  are  to  be  governed  by  the  lex  loci  contractus. 

But  the  remedy  for  a  violation  of  a  contract  must  be  pursued  by 
the  means  prescribed  by  the  lex  fori. 

The  lex  lod  contractut  regulates  the  contract  in  every  thing  but 
the  remedy ;  the  legal  effect,  validity,  duration  and  nature  of  the 
contract,  belongs  to  the  lex  loci. 

The  remedy  consists  in  the  form  of  action,  the  process  and  iu 
incidents,  which  must  of  necessity  be  regulated  by  the  lex  fori. 
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ADBifoir,        YfQ  aj.0  aware  that  the  statute  of  limitationa  has  been  considered 
1836.  V    as  effecting  the  remedy,  and  to  be  governed  by  the  lex  farif  but 
^iT^^      this  has  been  confined  to  limitation  statutes  and  not  to  absolate 
I'ho*       bars  and  discharge  by  statute. 

Unless  the  plaintiff  shows  that  this  statute  has  received  a  simi* 
lar  construction  to  the  statute  of  James  I  by  the  courts  of  Can* 
ada,  the  court  cannot  put  that  construction  upon  it,  as  the  terms 
made  use  of  are  not  similar  but  as  broad  and  eftctive  a  bar  as  any 
language  could  express.  It  would  be  unnecessary  to  plead  this 
statute  in  Canada  specially.  But  the  statute  gives  to  the  contracts 
therein  specified  their  legal  effect  and  is  a   part  of  the  lex  loci. 

By  the  laws  of  Scotland  bonds  are  assignable  and  a  suit  may  be 
brought  in  England  or  here  on  such  bond  in  the  name  of  the  as- 
signee, because  the  legal  effect  of  the  bond  and  assignment  made 
in  Scotland,  is  to  vest  a  legal  interest  and  right  of  action  in  the 
assignee. 

An  indorsee  was  allowed  to  maintain  a  suit  against  the  maker  in 
the  circuit  court  of  the  U.  S.  setting  in  Connecticut  on  a  note  made 
and  endorsed  in  New  York,  when  the  note  was  not  Begotiable  by 
the  law  of  Connecticut.— 3  Day  311. 

A  discharge  under  a  bankrupt  law  of  any  state  is  a  good  bar  to 
an  action  brought  in  another  state  of  which  ihe  creditor  is  a  eiti- 
zen,^the  contract  sued  having  been  made  within  the  state  whieh 
enacted  the  law  and  the  debtor  being  then  a  citizen  at  the  time  of 
making  it,  although  the  chum  is  not  presented  or  any  di^dend 
having  been  paid  on  ii.'-'Blanckard  vs.  Repellf  13  Mass.  1. 

It  has  been  decided  by  this  court  that  a  contract  made  in  N.  H. 
and  not  presented  there  befcnre  commissioners  under  the  law  limit- 
ing the  time  of  presenting  claims  under  their  probate  laws  and 
barring  claims  not  presented ,  may  be  plead  in  bar  here  upon  suit 
on  the  contract. 

This  statute  goes  to  the  discharge  of  the  contract  and  is  not 
confined  ta  remedial  pursuit  of  the  contract. 

Mr  Linsley  for  plaintiff, — 1.  The  statute  of  limitations  of 
one  country  cannot  be  pleaded  in  bar  to  an  action  commenced  in 
another.  The  laws  of  a  place  where  a  contract  is  made  operate 
upon  the  character,  validity  and  construction  of  the  contract. 

But  the  laws  of  a  place  where  the  contract  is  sought  to  be  in- 
forced  must  control  in  relation  to  the  form  of  action,  course  of  ju- 
dicial proceedings,  and  time  when  the  action  may  be  brought.-— 
Pearsatt  et  cd.  vs.  Dtvight,  2  Mass.  84. — Byune  vs.  Crowning- 
9hield,  17  Mass.  55. — Lodge  vs.  Phelps,  I  Johnson's  cases  139. 
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8.  The  law  of  Canada  relied  on  is  in  substance  aafeilute  of  Hm- 
itatioD.  It  does  not  by  its  own  power  discbarge  the  action  but  it  ^ 
merely  points  out  a  mode  by  which  after  a  certain  lapse  of  time 
the  maker  of  a  note  may  by  doing  certain  acts,  discharge  the  con- 
tract. The  maker  of  the  note  must  take  an  oath  before  the  court. 
This  necessarily  opens  the  subject  for  inquiry. 

That  this  defence  cannot  avail  him,  i^  obvious  from  this  consid- 
eration. If  available,  it  would  be  necessary  for  this  court  to  ad- 
minister this  oath,  and  proceed  in  the  progress  of  this  suit,  agreea- 
bly to  the  laws  of  Canada,  ^^and  in  derogation  of  our  own  laws, 
which  is  wholly  inadmissible. 

3.  If  the  statute  of  Canada  can  be  interposed,  it  cannot  be 
done  in  this  form,  for  the  statute  is  only  made  operative  by  the 
oath  of  the  party,  and  the  plea  does  not  allege  that  he  has  ever 
taken  this  oath,  or  is  ready,  if  required ;  which  is  essential  to  con* 
stitute  a  discharge. 

4.  Suppose  the  statute  to  be  an  entire  discharge  of  the  maker 
of  the  note,  both  parties  living  in  Canada,  yet  it  would  not  operate 
to  discharge  the  maker  living  under  a  different  jurisdiction. — Story's 
conflict  oMaw,  487. 

5.  It  is  a  settled  rule,  that  the  lex  loci  does  not  prevail  where 
the  parties  at  the  tune  of  making  the  contract,  had  the  law  of 
another  kingdom  in  view.  As  defendant  was  then  resident  in  the 
United  States,  it  may  reasonably  be  inferred  that  the  contract 
would  be  enforced  in  the  United  States. — Story's  conflict  of  law, 
272. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 
Williams,  Ch.  J. — The  question  to  be  determined  on  the 
pleadings  is,  whether  the  act  of  the  Provincial  Parliament  of  Low- 
erCanada,  plead  in  bar  to  the  plaintiff's  action,  is  to  be  considered 
as  governing  the  nature,  validity  and  legal  effect  of  the  contract 
declared  on,  as  part  of  the  lex  lociy  or  as  only  a  law  regulating  the 
remedy  to  be  had,  for  enforcing  the  contract.  If  the  act  belongs  to 
the  former  class,  the  contract,  if  discharged  in  Canada,  is  discharg- 
ed every  where.  If  it  belongs  to  the  latter,  it  has  no  effect  here. 
In  deciding  this  question,  it  is  immaterial  what  are  the  particular 
words  made  use  of  in  the  act,  if,  in  effect  it  only  operates  to  sus- 
pend or  take  away  the  remedy.  The  words  of  the  statute  are, 
**  that  all  promissory  notes  on  which  no  suit  is  brought  within  five 
years  next  after  it  shall  have  become  due  and  payable,  shall  be 
taken  and  considered  to  be  paid  or  discharged,  provided  the  debt- 
or will  make  oath,  if  required,  that  such  note  is  paid  and  discbar- 


Aomfoir, 

January^ 
1836. 

Cartier 

M. 

Pag«. 


Digitized  by  VjOOQ IC 


150 


Januartft 
1836. 
earlier 

M. 


CASES  IN  THE  SUPREME  COURT 

ged."     It  will  be  rernenibered^  that  all  statutes  of  limitation  are 
ibuoded  on  the  presumption  of  payment.     The  language  of  this 
'statute  only  declares  that  presumption  in  terms. 

The  debt  is  not  discharged  directly  by  the  words  or  terms  of 
the  act  itself,  as  the  debtor  is  further  required  to  make  oath  to  the 
payment,  before  this  presumption  is  established.  Considered  as  a 
/statute  of  limitation,  it  has  already  been  decided  repeatedly,  that 
f  such  statutes  effect  only  the  remedy,  and  are  of  no  avail  to  pro- 
tect the  debtor  from  a  suit  in  any  other  government,  notwithstand- 
ing all  remedy  may  be  taken  away  in  the  places  where  the  debt 
was  contracted  and  in  which  the  parties  may  have  resided. 

Thb  statute  may  also  be  considered,  not  only  as  a  statute  of 
Kmitation,  but  also  as  an  act  regulating  the  proof  or  evidence  to  be 
received  by  the  courts  of  the  government  where  the  statute  was  pas-^ 
sed.  It  in  effect  provides,  that  lapse  of  time,  together  with  the 
oath  of  the  debtor  that  the  note  is  paid  shall  be  considered  as  con- 
clusive evidence  of  payment.  It  is  very  obvious  that  the  courts 
of  no  government  can  recognize  the  statute  of  a  government  for- 
eign to  them,  prescribing  the  mode  of  proof,  the  manner  of  taking 
evidence,  or  declaring  what  sjiall  be  received  as  evidence  of  any 
particular  fact.  If  this  statute  is  to  have  its  effect  here  on  this 
contract,  our  courts  must  administer  the  oath  required  by  that  stat^ 
ute  ;  an  oath  not  directed  by,  of  known  to  any  law  in  operation 
here,  but  prescribed  by  a  foreign  government,  and  thus  change 
the  mode  of  proof  adopted  here  for  the  one  there  prescribed. 
This,  we  apprehend,  would  not  be  warranted  by  any  principle  of 
law  whatever.  The  result  therefore  is,  we  consider  the  plea  in 
bar  insufficient.  The  act,  we  are  informed,  is  considered  by  the 
courts  in  the  province  of  Canada  as  no  more  than  a  statute  of 
limitation.  Such,  at  any  rate,  are  our  views  of  it,  and  judgment 
must  be  rendered  accordingly. 

The  judgm^t  of  the  county  court  Is  affirmed; 
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Eben  Bigelow  vs*  John  B.  Huntlet.  Addmon, 

Jtatuarjf, 
A  delivery  of  property  to  aobther,  to  be  paid  for  at  a  given  price,  and  to  be-        ^^^- 
eome  hia,  upon  ooadition  that  the  price  be  paid,  ia  not  fraudulent  as  against 
the  oreditor  of  the  Tendee. 

And  in  case  it  be  attached  by  the  oreditor  of  the  vendee,  before  condition  per. 
^  fbrmod,  the  yendor  will  hold  the  same  against  the  attaching  creditor.     The 
vendor  has  a  right,  in  such  case  to  determine  the  bailment,  and  resume  the 
on. 


And,  althaogh  a  specific  time  is  given  for  the  payment  of  the  price,  which 
has  not  expired,  yet,  if  the  property  hti  attached  upon  process  against  the 
vendee,  and  the  vendor  receipt  the  same  to  the  officer,  he  becomes  entitled 
to  the  possession,  and  may  maintain  trespass  or  trover  against  a  subsequent 
attaching  creditor  of  the  vendee,  who  takes  the  property  from  his  possession  ^ 

In  such  case,  the  right  of  possession  being  in  the  vendor,  though  only  as  re. 
ceiptor,  the  rule,  that  the  plaintiff  can  not  recover  when  be  has  not  the 
right  of  possession,  does  not  apply. 

This  was  an  action  of  trover  for  a  pair  of  horses.  It  appeared 
that  on  the  10th  day  of  September  1834,  one  George  Gray  pur- 
chased a  pair  of  horses  of  the  plaintiff,  to  be  paid  for  in  drawing 
lumber  within  two  years  from  the  purchase,  and  that  if  the  horses 
were  not  paid  for  at  the  end  of  two  years,  then  the  said  Bigelow 
was  to  have  a  right  to  the  horses.  It  further  appeared  that  the 
horses  were  exchanged  in  October  1834  for  the  horses  for  which 
this  suit  was  brought.  That  said  trade  was  made  by  Gray,  but 
that,  before  the  exchange  was  completed  Gray  and  Adams,  the 
man  with  whom  the  exchange  was  made,  came  to  the  house  of 
Bigelow,  when  Bigelow  consented  that  the  trade  might  be  made  if 
Gray  was  disposed.  Some  time  in  February  the  horses  in  ques- 
tion being  in  the  possession  of  Gray,  Bigelow  the  plaintiff  appli- 
ed to  one  Famet  Brown,  to  whom  the  said  Gray  was  indebted,  to 
attach  the  horses  and  told  him  if  he  would  make  the  attachment, 
he,  said  Bigelow,  would  pay  the  cost  of  said  attachment ;  that 
said  Bigelow  then  stated  that  said  Gray  was  about  to  abscond  and 
he,  Bigelow,  wished  to  get  possession  of  the  horses,  and  the  said 
Brown  on  the  information  of  said  Bigelow  made  the  oath  requisite 
by  the  laws  of  New  York  to  enable  him  to  procure  an  attachment 
against  the  property  of  said  Gray.  The  attachment  was  made 
and  the  horses  delivered  by  the  ofGcer  to  the  plaintiff. 

The  defendant  offered  evidence  tending  to  prove  that  the  said 
Gray  offered  to  receipt  the  said  horses  at  Ticonderoga  where  they 
were  attached  ;  but  that  the  officer,  who  acted  under  rhe  direction 
of  Bigelow  declined  taking  the  receipt  offered  by  Gray  and  brought 
the  horses  to  Ticonderoga  and  delivered  them  to  Bigelow  and  took 
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January^ 

18S6. 

Bigelow 

M. 
Huntley. 


bis  receipt  therefor,  and  that  afterwards  to  wit,  on  the  14th  day  of 
March  1835,  said  horses  were  taken  in  the  town  of  Bridport  as  the 
~  property  of  said  Gray  by  defendant  as  constable  on  an  execution 
against  said  Gray;  and  plaintiff  demanded  said  horses  some  time  in 
March  1835,  of  defendant.  The  defendant  olso  ofiered  evidence 
tending  to  show  that  said  horses  were  called  Grays  by  Gray  with 
the  knowledge  of  Bigelow  and  without  any  dissent  from  Bigelow. 

The  court  charged  the  jury  that  such  contract  of  sale  was  a 
mere  bsulment]  and  did  not  entitle  the  creditors  of  Gray  to  attach 
the  property. 

The  court  also  charged  the  jury  that  the  attachment  by  the  'de- 
fendants of  said  horses  put  an  end  to  said  contract  or  bailment  if  it 
was  not  determined  before ;  and  that  said  Bigelow  would  have  a 
right  to  reclaim  the  horses  on  the  attachment  by  said  defendant* 
To  this  charge  the  defendant  excepted. 

Mr,  LiinsUy  for  defendant, ^--k  sale  of  property  with  a  secret 
condition  in  the  contract  that  the  property  shall  not  pass  until  paid 
for,  seems  to  be  introducing  a  principle  entirely  at  variance  with 
the  construction  given  in  this  state,  to  the  statute  of  frauds.  From 
the  nature  of  the  case,  iffthe  principle  obtain,|the  condition  of  the 
sale  will  be  kept  secret,  while  the  transfer  on  the  face  of  it  is  ab- 
solute. The  buyer  and  seller  are  equally  interested  in  concealing 
the  conditions  of  the  sale. 

It  is  said  this  is  a  mere  bailment.  But  there  is  a  very  wide  dis- 
tinction between  the  two  cases.  In  the  case  of  a  bailment  no  one 
is  misled  or  deceived,  because  the  parties  do  not  talk  of  it  as  a  sale. 
But  in  the  case  of  a  mere  bailment  in  fact ;  if  the  bailor  should 
permit  the  bailee  to  call  the  property  his  own,  and  represent  it  to 
be  a  purchase  without  taking  any  measures  to  undeceive  the  pub- 
lic, it  is  conceived  the  creditor  of  the  bailee  might  attach.  This 
is  analogous  in  its  operation  to  a  sale  of  chattels,  absolutely  on  its 
face,  but  when  there  is  at  the  same  time  a  secret  conditioui  by 
which  it  is  turned  into  a  mortgage. — Starkie618  note. 

2.  Bigelow  permitted  Gray  to  call  the  horses  his  own  without 
any  dissent  on  his  part  and  thus  gave  Gray  a  false  credit. 

3.  The  plaintiff  acquired  no  right  to  the  horses  by  receipting 
them  to  the  officer.  For  the  procuring  the  suit  to  be  biought  was 
itself  a  wrongful  act ;  and  the  officer,  it  appears,  acted  under  the 
direction  of  Bigelow,  and  such  a  use  of  process  as  it  disclosed  here 
cannot  be  set  up  to  protect  Bigelow.  He  must  stand  on  the  same 
footing  he  would  have  done,  if  the  horses  had  not  been  attached  by 
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BfOWD.  But  at  all  events,  as  by  receipUng  the  piopertji  he  would 
acquire  a  new  lien  for  a  special  purpose,  in  order  to  avdl  himself^ 
of  this  he  must  show  that  the  lien  created  by  the  attachment  con-" 
tbued  at  the  time  of  the  taking  complabed  of.  It  does  not  appear 
that  Brown  ever  proceeded  to  judgment  or  continued  the  time. 
But  if  he  had  any  right  as  receiptor  it  was  only  to  the  amount  of 
Brown's  daim,  for  that  was  the  extent  d  Us  lien. 

4.  In  order  to  muntam  trover  the  right  to  the  possession  is  in- 
dispensable ;  and  if  we  are  right  in  the  previous  point,  it  is  dear 
that  Bigelow  had  no  right  to  the  possession  of  this  property.  By 
the  terms  of  the  contract  he  had  for  two  years  parted  with  the 
n^  of  possesion,  and  his  remedy,  if  he  have  any,  before  the  two 
yean  have*expired,  must  be  case  and  not  trover.— 4Saunder's  Plead, 
and  Evid.  880. — Oardan  vs.  Harper,  1  Tr.  R.  9. — Bet^amm 
ft.  Bank  of  England,  8  Camp.  417.— iSbp^r  vs.  Sumner,  5  Vt. 
R.S74. 

5.  But  the  court  charged  the  jury  that  the  attachment  by  de- 
iendant  put  an  end  to  the  contract  of  sale.  This  part  of  the 
diaige  rendered  immaterial  what  happened  upOb  the  attachment  in 
New  Toffk,  so  that  the  case  may  be  treated  as  though  no  such  at- 
tacfaaient  had  taken  place. 

H.  Seymour  for  phmtiff.—The  only  question  m  this  case  it, 
whether  the  contract  between  Bigelow  and  Gray,  was  such  an  one 
as  vested  in  Gray  the  title  to  the  hones,  so  as  titat  the  craditonof 
Gray  might  attach  them. 

A  sale  of  personal  property  on  condition  that  100  ddlan  be 
paid  at  a  future  time,  does  not  vM  the  title  b  the  vendee.— 17 
Mass.  R.  <K)6,  Martian  m.  BaiUwin.^^XMMB  1648^-1486  and 
note. — 4  Vt.  R.  558.-4  Mass.  405. 

It  appean  that  Bigelow  agreed  with  Gray,  that  he  might  bav# 
the  horses  for  200  dollan,  to  be  paid  in  drawing  lumber  in  the 
course  of  two  yean,  and  if  not  paid  for  in  that  time  Bigelow  waf 
to  have  the  horses. 

It  was  evidently  the  intention  of  the  parties.  Chat  with  the  labor 
of  the  hones  in  dnwbg  lumber,  Gr9j  should  pay  for  them,  and 
the  horses  were  put  in  Gray's  possession  for  the  purpose  of 
enabling  him  to  do  this.  It  was  a  mere  bafknent  for  this  special 
purpose,  and  the  parties  must  have  hadm  view  the  dnwing  of  lum- 
ber at  Crown-Point  where  the  parties  resided.  The  general  prop- 
erty m  the  horses  remuned  in  Bigelow  and  a  special  property  on- 
ly in  Gray  for  a  specified  object.  Any  act  of  Gray,  or  of  otben  in 
90 


Abdimii. 
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j^^'  relation  to  the  horses  inconsistent  with  the  carrying  into  efect  the 
1836.  V  contract  by  drawing  lumber  with  the  horses,  put  an  end  to  the 
^^^^     baihnent.    And  the  charge  of  the  court  that  Bigelow  could  main- 

HunUey.  |qJq  trover  for  the  horses  against  the  person  who  attached  them  as 
Gray's  [»roperty  was  correct. — 5  Mass.  104. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 
Phelps,  J. — ^The  sale  of  the  horses  by  Bigelow  to  Crray  Wf»  con- 
ditional.   This  being  the  case,  the  general  property  never  passed* 
These  sales  are  frequent,  and  it  has  always  been  considered  that 
piiyment  of  the  stipulated  price  was  a  condition  precedent. 

It  is  argued  that  such  a  sale  is  fraudulent  in  its  efiect.  But  we 
believe  no  case  can  be  found,  in  which  a  mere  conditioQal  sale  of 
tins  character  has  been  held  fraudulent  in  itself.  The  pofiseaaion 
is  c  consistent  with  the  contract.  And  where  there  b  no  deeeption, 
th(?re  is  nothing  to  sustain  the  suggestion  of  fraud.  False  lepie- 
,  secitations  may  indeed  be  made,  and  where  this  is  the  cas^,  the 
usnal  consequences  of  fraud  fellow.  But  the  mem  circiyn^nee 
tbiit  the  vendee  is  entrusted  conditionally  with  the  goods,  and  ap- 
pears as  owner,  is  not  sufficient  to  divest  the  vendor  of  his  propedy* 
/  It  appears  in  this  case,  that  Gray  called  the  horses  his,  with  Ae 

1(1  lowledge  of  the  plaintiff;  but  this  does  not  appear  to  have  been 
dciQe,  under  such  circumstances,  as  required  of  the  plaintiff  to  dis- 
cipose  their  jreal  situation. 

The  more  serious  question  involved  in  this  case,  arises  out  of 

lihe  technipal  objection,  that  the  plaintiff  having  paiited  with  his 

i right  of  possession,  for  a  limited  period,  which  had  not  expired,  at 

the  tinie  oftbe  supposed  conversion,  cannot  sustain,  the  action. 

Upon  this  point  we  are  not  unanimous.    Tet  there  ^re  two  di&r- 

ent  points  of  view  in  which  the  case  may  be  regarded,  which  have 

mitisfied  a  majority  of  the  court  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  re-* 

cover. 

FiiTBt.  We  regard  the  payment  of  the  stipulated  prioe^  as  a  con- 
dition ^orecedent.  The  general  property  m  the  horses,  therefore, 
Temained  in  the  plaintiff.  By  virtns  of  (he  attachinent  at  the  suit 
of  Brown,  «and  the  consequent  proceeding,  the  right  of  possesion 
also  vested  in  him.  I'hese  proceedings,  although  instigated  by  the 
plaintiff,  were  i'Jkidoubtedly  valid  as  against  Gray ;  and  the  right 
ef  the  a'cUclung  creditor,  the  officer  and  the  plaintiff,  or  receiptor, 
were  the  same,  as  if  the  plaintiff  had  had  no  agency  in  getting  up 
the^  proceeding.  The  geneml  property  and  the  right  of  possession 
being  thus  united,  the  technical  rule  of  law  is  satisfied. 
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It  may  be  argued  that  in  this  view  of  the  subject,  the  plaintiff 
18  entitled  to  recover,  only  to  the  extent  of  his  interest  as  receipt- 
man.  This  by  no  means  follows.  If  the  plaintiff  be  entitled  to 
recover  at  all,  he  may  doubtless  recover  to  the  extent  of  his  inter* 
est  ID  the  chattels.  And  if  it  be  admitted,  that  an  action  on  the 
case  could  be  sustained,  for  the  injury  to  the  plaintiff's  reversiona- 
ry mterest,  there  seems  to  be  no  reason  why,  if  this  action  be  sus- 
tained at  all,  that  injury  should  not  be  here  considered.  Certain 
it  is,  that  a  recovery  here  would  be  a  bar  to  such  an  action  hereaf- 
ter as  no  two  actions  could  be  sustained,  by  the  same  person,  for 
one  and  the  same  tort.  It  would  certainly  be  an  anomaly  in  the 
law,  if  the  plaintiff  could  recover  only  a  partial  compensation  in 
this  suit,  while  at  the  same  time  the  recovery  is  a  bar  to  a  further 
remedy. 

In  short,  the  right  of  possession  being  in  the  plamtiff,  the  objec- 
tion fails  altogether.  The  supposed  right  of  Gray  can  have  no 
bearing  on  the  question  of  damages.  Besides,  Gray  could  main- 
tain no  action  for  the  taking  by  the  defendant,  he  not  having,  at 
that  time,  the  right  of  possession.  The  reason  of  the  rule  there- 
fore &ils  in  this  case. 

Sk^andly.  Another  view  of  the  case  is  this.  The  contract  be- 
ing conditional,  whatever  determines  the  condition,  would  revest  m 
the  plaintiff  the  right  of  possession.  A  sale  by  Gray  would  have 
this  effect ;  and  so,  in  my  judgment,  would  an  attempt  to  abscond 
with  the  property,  or  his  becoming  bankrupt.  Various  contingen* 
des  might  determine  the  bailment,  and  in  whatever  way  this  is 
done,  the  right  of  the  plaintiff  to  resume  the  possession  accrues. 

This,  it  seems  to  me,  results  from  the  nature  of  the  contract.  I 
see  not  bow  the  right  of  the  plaintiff  can  otherwise  be  protected. 
And  if  the  creditors  of  Gray  can  protect  themselves  in  attaching 
it,  by  the  technical  rule  relied  on,  the  condkional  contract  is  con- 
verted into  an  absolute  sale ;  for  clear  it  is,  that  Gray  can  maintain 
BO  action  against  his  attaching  creditor. 

There  is,  in  my  judgment,'^a  wide  difference  between  this  case 
and  Gordon  vs.  Hooper.  There  the  contract  was  absolute,,  here 
it  is^GonditionaL  The  gieneral  property  in  the  horses  is  retained  by 
abe  plaintiff  for  no  other  purpose  than  to  guaml  against  the  insol- 
jrencj  or  want  of  responsibility  of  Gray.  If  we  hold  to  the  legal- 
ilj^  of  this  feature  in  tbje  contract,  it  seems  to  me,  we  must  give  it 
fuU  effict,  and  coofsider  the  plaintiff  at  libertj^  to  determine  tl|p 
bailment  and  resume  tbe^possesisionY  whenever  it  becomes  necesa- 
ry  for  the  protection  of  bis  r^bts. 


ADDMOttp 
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Adohom, 
1830. 


Bi^elow 
Huntley. 


On  these  grouods,  a  majority  of  the  court  are  of  opinioD,  that 
the  decision  of  the  court  below  was  right,  and  their  judgment  is 
affirmed. 


Abdhon, 
I8S6. 


Elias  Hall  vs.  Almiea  Hall. 
(ill  Qiancery.) 

If  «*platntiff  bring  BekefaeiaMp  and  reTiTe  a  jadgmrat,  he  oUaininp  interMlf 
nor  can  ho  eTer  afterwards  reTiTe  that  claim  for  intereat. 

If  part  of  a  jadgment  be  apparently  eatiified  by  a  levy  of  record  of  the  eze. 
cation  on  real  eetau  acqmeeeed  in  b^  both  parties,  and  the  balance  of  the 
jadgment  be  revived  by  scire  faeUu^  and  afterwards  the  levy  be  declared 
▼old,  the  amoant  of  the  levy  may  be  revived,  and  the  statate  of  limitaliont 
will  only  ran  from  the  time  of  the  levy  being  declared  void. 

The  object  sought  in  the  bill  and  cross  bill  is  to  compel  the  off* 
set  of  claims  existing  between  the  parties.  The  questions  here 
tiecided  arise  upon  the  clums  set  up  in  the  cross  bill. 

It  seems  by  the  cross  bill  and  answer  that  as  early  as  the  Janu- 
ary term  of  this  court  A.  D.  1823  Almira  Hall  obtained  a  decree 
of  alimony  agamst  Elias  Hall  of  {750,  payable  in  equal  nnnaal 
instalments  of  $75,  without  interest,  condition  that  Almira  should 
be  entitled  to  execution  for.the  whole,  unless  ESias  give  satisfactory 
security  by  some  short  day.  The  security  not  being  given  execu* 
tion  was  taken  for  the  whole  sum',  and  levied  upon  certain  lands  of 
said  Elias  in  satisfaction  of  9144/75  of  the  same.  This  levy  was 
dated  on  the  5th  day  of  May  1823,  one  day  after  the  expiratioa 
of  the  time  limited  in  the  execution  for  the  return  of  the  same. 
The  said  Almira  went  into  possenrion  of  the  land  under  the  levy 
and  continued  to  occupy  the  same  without  molestation  from  said 
EBas  until  the  year  1830,|wfaen  he  instituted  an  action  of  ejectment 
ibr  the  land  andrecovend  not  only  the  land,  but  damages  for  leats 
and  profits  at  the  January  term  of  this  court  1831.  On  die  6th 
day  of  October  1828|  Almira  Hall  todk  execution  for  the  balance  of 
lier  decree  of  dimony  %ebg  ^606,26,  upon  which  Elias  was  com- 
nutted  to  jail  and  there  continued  until  the  month  ^of  December 
1825,  when  be  wfll  released  on  kabea$  carpui.  She  broogfat 
stSrefaeiat  on  her  decree  of  alimoDy  and  adred  for  a  new  execo- 
tiqp  for  the  {805,25,  which  she  obtuned  without  interest  at  the 
ivroary  term  1881  in  this  court.  The  crosa  bHl  now  asks  that 
the  interest  whidi  had  accnied  upon  tbm  §605,88»  for  whieh 
/adfgment  was  ftndered  in  the  $tit€  fudm,  withoat  intevetti  maf 
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be  allowed  and  offiet  against  the  claim  set  up  in  the  orator's  prin-    ^"y 
cipal  billy  and  also  that  the  amount  of   $144,78  and  interest  from       twe. ' 
the  time  of  the  decree  of  alimony  may  be  recovered  and  set  off     ^'«f  *" 
in  thejmne  way.  A.Hdi. 

The  orator  in  bis  answer  to  the  cross  bill  insists  that  the  first  of 
the  claims  here  set  up  is  merged  and  gone  by  the  judgment  on  the 
sore  facias  and, 

S.  That  by  the  terms  of  the  original  decree  tlie  said  Almira  is 
not  entitled  to  interest  thereon. 

As  to  the  second  claim,  the  orator  in  his  answer  to  the  cross 
bQl  insists,  that  it  is  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations  and, 

2.  That  it  is  merged  ^or  abandoned  by  the  judgment  on  the 
scire  fadoi. 

Hie  case  is  set  down  for  hearing  on  the  bills  and  answers. 

H.  Seymour  for  A.  fioZ/.— Almira  Hall  claims — 1st.  Interest 
on  that  part  of  the  decree  not  satisfied  by  {the  levy  of  executioo 
on  land|  from  January  1823,  to  January  Term  1831. 

2dly.  That  part  of  the  decree  that  was  satisfied  by  the  levy  of 
execution  on  land,  to  wit,  $144,75,  and  the  interest  on  it  from  the 
date  of  the  decree* 

3dly.  What  remains  unsatisfied  of  the  execution  obtained  at 
the  January  Term  1831  with  interest  on  the  same. 

The  decree  or  judgment  of  January  Term  1823  carries  inter- 
est, and  thus  interest  is  legally  and  equitably  due  to  Almira ;  and 
the  9sad  sum  of  $144,75  is  both  legally  and  equitably  due  her, 
and  she  ha»a  right  to  recover  both  of  said  Elias,  unless  prevented 
by  some  legal  impediment  arising  from  proceedings  since  the  de- 
cree. 

In  suits  on  recognizance,  Jail  bonds  and  in  actions  of  debt  on 
judgment  or  decrees,  courts  have  always  given  interest  from  the  time 
of  the  judgment  or  decree.    The  statute  expressly  declares  that  ^ 
judgments  shall  carry  interest  after  nxty  days.— Vt.  Stat.  p.  216. 

Almira  IS  not  either  m  law  or  equity  preoUided  finom  claiming 
of  said  Elias  the  interest  on  said  sum  of  $605,25  from  the  time 
of  the  deete  nor  fifom  claiming  said  sum  of  $144,75  and  the  in- 
terest dn  it  by  reason  of  the  scire  famM  and  the  procee£ngi 
thereon. 

Because,  a  petty*s  being  concluded  by  a  fimner  judgment  de- 
pends upon  the  iact  (tf  the  matter  b  controversy  havmg  been  put 
m  issue  and  decided  in  the  former  soit--Stailue  Ev.  vol.  1.  p. 
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AwaoHi        ^Qd  because,  on  said  tcire  facias  in  January  1831  the  court 
1836.  *     did  sot  adjudge  that  Almira  was  not  entitled  to  interest  on  said 
S^^*"      sum  of  9605,25,  nor  that  said  sum  of  ^  144,75  was  not  due  and 
A.  Hall,     owing  to  Almira,  nor  was  the  judgment  of  the  court  in  said  scire 
facias  final  and  conclusive  as  to  either  the  claim  of  interest  or  the 
claim  for  said  $  144,75,  as  neither  of  these  matters  were  then  be- 
fore the  court  for  their  decision,  and  they  could  not  and  did  not  pass 
upon  them  or  either  of  them.     At  the  time  of  praying  out  said 
scire  facias  the  defect  in  the  levy  of  the  execution  on  land  was  not 
Icnowa  apd  not  mentioned  in  the  writ  otscirs  facias  and  of  course 
the  claim    for  said  $  144,75  was  not  beibre  the  court  for  its  decisdoo 
upon  it. 

The  scire  facias  prayed  for  an  execution  on  the  original  judg- 
ment or  decree  for  that  part  of  it  not  satisfied  by  the  levy  on  land. 
It  did  not  ask  for  interest  on  the  original  judgment,  and  if  it  had 
the  court  could  not  consider  the  question  of  interest  as  properly 
before  them  on  a  scire  facias  for  an  execution,  and  however  well 
satisfied  that  interest  was  legally  due  on  said  decree,  could  not 
and  did  not  decide  that  question. 

A  scire  facias  to  renew  execution  is  nothing  more  than  a  mo- 
tion for  that  purpose  in  court  with  notice  to  the  other  party  to 
show  cause,  and  does  not  bring  before  the  court  the  question  of 
interest  on  the  judgment. — Davis  Dig.  vol.  6  p.  464-6. — 2  Saund. 
72.— 1  T.  R.  388. 

The  execution  awarded  by  the  court  on  the  scire  Jacias  was  an 
execution  on  the  original  decree  of  1823  and  by  the  statute  1822 
the  officer  would  collect  interest  from  60  days  after  che  judgment 
of  1823. 

The  claim  for  $144,75  and  the  ipteresi  on  it  is  [not  barred  by 
the  statute  of  limitations.    Becau;'®  chanceiy  in  adopting  the  stat- 
^  ute.  as  their  rule  as  to  the  limitations  of  suits  will  look  at  the  spir- 
it and  intent  of  the  statute.    There  was  no  acquiescence  by  Almi- 
ra that  should  prcgudice  her  claim. 

Almira  was  in  possession  of  the  land  and  until  Elias  brought  bis 
action  to  recover  the  land,  or  until  the  court  decided  that  the  delay 
of  the  officer  in  returning;  the  execution  to  the  clerk  of  the  court, 
no  latches  could  be  imputed  to  Almira. 

Scire  facias  to  obtain  new  execution  where  there  was  a  vdd 
levy .^7  Conn.  R.  119—124.— Swift's  Dig.  583^-5  Conn.  187. 
S  Conn.  143. 

The  statute  of  1835.  p.  5,  secures  to  Almira  her  right  to  claim 
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the  9^44,75.    It  cannot  be  objected  to  the  statute  that  it  is  re-    Aimiwm, 
tio-active.— 4  Conn.  R.  210— 223-4.— 7  Conn.  R.  360.  me?' 

It  is  bo  objection  to  Almira's  claim  for  the  interest  on  the      ^  ^^^ 
{605|25  from  the  time  of  the  decree,  that  the  proceedings  in  this     A*  Hku. 
case  have  been  such  that  ihre  law  majr  not  furnish  her  a  remedy 
that  would  reach  the  case;    If  this  interest  is  justly  and  equitably 
due  to  her  from  Elias,  this  court  will  furnish  a  remedy.-*!  Mad. 
Chan.  2&.-47.— 2  Atk.  R.  21». 

Almira  might  sustain  her  claim  to  this  interest  on  the  groond  of 
the  strong  equity  of  the  claim  as  exhibited  .by  the  history  ef  this 
whole  matter  and  by  the  application  of  the  maxim  that  ^^  be  wko 
wfll  have  equity  done  him  must  do  it  hioKielf  to  the  same  pefaon." 
Elias  comes  into  the  court  to  ask  its  aid.  Shall  be  have  it  except 
on  condition  that  he  do  eqeity  in  this  thing  to  Almira  ?   1  Mad.  8d. 

In  an  usurious  contract  relief  refused  unless  money  actually 
brought  into  court. — 1  John.  Chan.  R.  365—439. 

So  in  decreemg  a  specific  performance  of  a  contract,  and  in  other 
cases,  the  court  will  require  that  the  person  applying  for  relief  shall 
fim  himself  do  equity .^1  Mad.  106.-2  Mad.  640. 

We  ebntend  further  that  if  the  statute  of  limitations  should  be 
suppoeed  to  present  any  difficulties  in  the  court's  giving  Almira 
such  lemedy  as  the  equity  of  her  case  requires,  the  statute  passed 
NoF.  9j  1831,  p.  23,  Vol.  2  Comp.  L.,  does  away  the  efiect  of 
the  statute  of  limiutions  in  case  of  mutual  claims  so  &r  as  an  off- 
set may  be  made.  And  that  the  strongest  equity  requires  that 
the  ioterest  on  said  ^606,75  be  allowed  her  as  an  offiet  to  the 
judgment  obtained  by  Elias  for  rents  and  profits  and  costs  in  bis 
ejectment  suit. 

Judge  Philps  far  orator.— I.  As  to  the  set-off  prayedj  fer  in 
the  orators  bill  we  consider  it  a  antler  of  course  unless,  good  cause 
be  shown  to  the  contrary. 

The  only  serious  question  in  the  case  coooema  the  olaiois  which 
the  respondent  seeks  to  bring  into  the  account. 

II.  Neither  of  the  claims  set  up  in  the  cross biM  are  admissible. 

1.  The  claim  for  interest  on  the  original  decree  (at  alimony  is 
preposterous  for  two  reasons. 

First.  It  has  already  been  adjudicated  upon  m  the  proeeedtngs 
on  the  scire  fadoi  in  1831.  Interest  is  an  incident  merdy  for 
the  principal  debt  and  cannot  be  made  the  subject  of  liligation  <Bk 
tinct  from  and  independant  of  that  principal. 

Second  lyfTbe  decree  for  alimony  did  not  carry  interest.    To 
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add  interest  to  it  at  this  day  would  be  to  vaiy  the  import  and  e£- 
183S.  '     fact  of  that  decree  and  at  the  same  time  to  eahance  its  amount. 
^'^         S.  As  to  the  sum  of  ^  144,75  claimed  as  a  balance  of  the  orig- 
^  Oait     ind*  decree,  the  claim  has  long  since  been  put  at  rest  by  the  statute 
of  limitation.  ^ 

The  statute  of  limitation  is  a  bar  in  equity  as  well  as  at  law  in 
all  cases  where  courts  of  law  and  of  equity  have  concurrent  juris- 
diction. It  is  only  in  cases  of  trust  and  Uie  like,  which  are  coj^ 
nisable  only  in  equity,  that  the  statute  does  not  apply. 

The  appIicibUity  of  the  statute  to  this  case  has  been  determin- 
ed in  the  case  of  Hall  vs.  TamU^son  decided  in  this  court  in  1834, 
which  was  an  action  against  the  sheriff  for  a  defitult  in  not  levy- 
ing the  execution  in  question. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 
RcDTiBLD,  Chan. — We  have  in  this  case  as  the  offiipring  per* 
haps'of  an  unhappy  marriage,  and  a  necessary  divorce  and  decree 
of  alimony,  in  such  terms  as  to  keep  alive  the  remembrance  of  the 
calanuty,  the  pitiful  resulto  of  almost  twenty  years  litigation,  n 
term  more  than  sufScient  to  have  earned  honors  and  performed 
the  duties  of  a  well  spent  life.  If  we  can  contrive  effectually  to 
bury  thb  numerous  and  rather  novel  progeny  of  law  suits  out  ef 
sight,  and  forever,  we  cannot  (ail  to  perform  important  service  to 
the  parties.  This  we  hope  to  do  consistent  with  established  prin- 
ciples. The  judgment  which  Elias  Hall  set  out  in  his  bill  is  ad- 
mitted to  be  due.  There  is  also  admitted  to  be  duel  Almira  EUl 
a  balance  of  the  judgment  obtamed  on  the  scire  fadoM.  The  on- 
ly quesdons  to  be  here  decided  j  arise  on  the  claims  set  forth  in 
Almira's  cross  bill. 

The  oratrix  here  claims  the  interest,  wbkdi  in  an  action  of  debt^ 
she  might  have  recovered  on  the  judgment,  whkh  she  saw  fit  to 
revive  by  $cirt  facias.  It  is  well  settled  that  on  sdre  facias  to 
revive  a  judgment  no  damages  can  be  awarded.  The  writ  claims 
none.  The  objsct  of  the  writ  is  merely  to  revive  the  judgment 
and  no  interest  can  be  added  to  it.  Ezecudon  upon  the  judgment, 
in  scire  facias  must  issue  for  the  same  sum  of  the  original  judg- 
ment. At  common  law,  not  only  could  no  damages  be  recovered, 
but  no  coat  ontS  the  statute  of  8  and  9,  W.  III,c.  11,  which  pro- 
vides for  costs.— 14  Petersdorff  386. 
As  the  debUMT  bad  been  discharged  on  habeas  C(npus,  no  good 
^  reason  is  now  perceived  why  the  oratrix  might  not  have  brought 

debt  upon  the  judgmtet.    Sdre  facias  b  the  most  common  al-^ 
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dot  the  exclusive  remedy.    But  the  judgment  having  been  reviv-*    Ammmk^ 
ed  by  scire  fackUf  the  plaintiff  failed  of  course^  of  obtaining  ex*       isse. ' 
ecution  of  the  interest  which  had  accroed;  and  we  think  thus     ^'^ 
lost  the  claim  for  interest.    It  will  not  be  allowed  to  separate  the     a«iuil 
interest  from  the  debt  of  which  it  is  a  mere  incident.    The  judg-^ 
ment  upon  the  scire  facias,  so  far  merged  the  judgment  for  alimo^ 
hj,  that  the  portion  not  covered  by  the  levy  was  gone.     It  be- 
come a  ntew  debt  and  could  never  be  declared  upon  as  a  judgment 
of  any  other  term  than  that  of  the  judgment  on  the  scire  facias. 

We  are  the  more  reconciled  to  this  result  from  the  consideration 
that  the  original  decree  was  not  to  have  been  upon  inteiest,  and 
become  an  absolute  debt  at  the  time  it  did,  only  upon  the  &ilure 
of  the  defendant  to  comply  with  a  condition  which  niight  have 
been  rather  his  misfortune  than  his  fault ;  and  being  in  the  nature 
of  a  penahy  it  is  always  in  the  power  of  this  court  to  grant  post* 
tive  refief  whenever  the  case  is  of  sufficient  magnitude  to  require 
interference  in  that  way.  But  here  the  relief  is  already  aflbrded 
by  the  abandonment  of  the  claim  for  interest  expressed  in  bring" 
mg  sdre  facias,  instead  of  debt  to  revive  the  decree  of  alimony  .^ 
This  claim  for  interest  on  that  portion  of  the  decree  of  alimony 
included  in  the  judgment  on  the  scire  facias  is  disallowed. 

The  other  claim  set  up  by  the  oratrix  in  her  cross  biU  is  the  snn» 
covered  by  the  levy  which  was  declared  void  by  this  court  at  the 
January  term  1831.— Hall  vs.  Hall,  1  Vt.  304.  This  sum  of 
|144,75  and  the  interest  is  most  manifestly  due  in  equity,  unless  the 
light  of  recovery  is  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations  or  merged 
in  the  judgment  on  the  scire  facias.  But  as  at  the  time  of  brings 
ing  the  scire  facias,  this  sum  now  in  controversy,  appeared  satis- 
fied of  record  by  a  levy  acquiesced  hi  by  both  parties,  and  as  it 
was  expressly  excepted  from  the  judgment  on  the  scire  facias,  we 
think  it  was  not  affected  by  that  judgment.  Had  all  the  judgment 
except  the  amount  covered  by  this  levy  been  paid,  it  cannot  be 
pretended  that  this  could  have  effected  the  right  to  pursue  this 
after  the  levy  had  proved  ineffectual.  Nor  eao  we  perceive  why 
revivmg  that  balance  on  a  scire  facias,  which  became  necessary 
after  the  discharge,  should  have  this  effect.  It  is  true  that  the 
operation  of  the  judgment  on  sdre  facias  was  to  subdivide  an  en- 
tire claim.  But  this  is  a  result  which  must  always  follow,  when  a 
judgment  is  partly  satisfied  by  a  levy,  which  afterwards  proves  de- 
fective, as  to  have  been  upon  property,  not  the  debtor's,  if  it  should 
have  become  necessary,  during  the  continuance  of  this  levy  to  re» 
vive  the  balance  o(  the  judgment  by  scire  fadas  or  debt.     And 
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Aiumm,  as  this,  is  a  necessary  result  we  are  more  satisfied  with  the  subdivis- 
isss.  sion  of  an  entire  claini,  than  the  denial  of  justice  upon  a  portion 
^'^^     clearly  due. 

A.  Hall.  But  it  is  furtbet  urged  that  the  daim  is  barred  by  the  statute  of 

limitatioD^  and  if  so,  it  must  be  revived  in  ^uity v-^-vS^onni/brd  vs. 
TiUde,  4  Vt.  R.  83.  But  we  think  that  during  the  continuanoe 
of  the  levy,  a  satisfaction  appearing  of  record  and  both  pltrties 
acquiescing  in  the  legality  of  the  levy,  the  statute  of  limitation 
would  not  run. 

No  presumption  of  payment  could  possibly  arise  during  tliis 
time.  And  the  statutes  of  limitation  all  go  upon  the  presumption 
of  payment  or  that  one  who  has  a  legal  claim  will  not  lie  by  and 
sufl^r  it  to  become  old,  and  not  enforce  it.  And  whatever  fijlly 
and  effectually  rebuts  this  presumption,  removes  the  operation  of 
the  statute.  These  statutes  like  all  other  statutes  are  so  consini* 
ed  as.  to  advance  the  remedy  and  prevent  injustice.  A  strict  and 
fiteral  construcdon  has  not  been  adhered  to.  Almost  all  those 
cases  which  courts  have  held  not  to  come  within  the  intent,  have 
still  been  within  the  letter  of  the  statute. 

A  judgment  of  more  than  eight  years  standing,  but  which  the 
debtor  had  promised  to  pay  within  eight  years,  would  still  be  bar- 
red by  the  literal  construction  of  the  statute.  But  in  the  case 
of  Oailer  vs.  Grii%olf  2  Aik.  849,  such  new  promise  was 
held  to  revive  the  csiuse  of  action,  to  put  the  judgment  npon  the 
same  ground  as  to  the  statute  of  limitation,  as  if  rendered  at  the 
date  of  the  new  promise];  and  this  not  because  the  new  promKe 
gave  a  new  cause  of  action,  but  because  it  effectually  rebutted  the 
presumption  of  payment  resulting  from  lapse  of  time.  If  it  were 
to  be  treated  as  a  new  cause  of  action  the  remedy  should  be  as- 
sumpsit and  the  statute  bar  m  years  instead  of  eighty  as  heM  by 
Mr.  Justice  Hutchinson,  in  the  case  of  Gailer  vs.  Qrinol. 

For  the  same  reason  it  was  held  in  the  case  of  Ferris  vs.  jBar- 
lowy  Frank.  Co.  Jan.  T.  1836,  that  when  the  defendant  was  com- 
mitted to  jail,  the  ittatute  of  limitation  would  not  bar  the  judgment 
during  the  time  of  his  confinement  there.  For  this  effectually  re- 
buts all  presumption  of  payment.  And  still  by  the  terms  of  the 
statute  of  limitation,  the  bar  would  attach  in  this  case  as  much  as 
any  other.  And  after  the  discharge  of  the  debtor  from  jail  even 
by  uking  the  poor  debtor's  oath,  the  statute  of  limitation  will  re- 
vive, and  after  the  lapse  of  eight  years  from  the  discbarge 
will  become  a  bar,  as  was  held  in  the  case  last  referred  to. 

In  the  case  of  Baxter  vs.  Tucker^  1  D.  Chip.  R.  358,  it  was 
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decided  that  the  Mtute  of  limitfttion  did  not  nui  agunst  a  scire    Aa^wm, 
facias,  hnxight  to  revive  a  judgment,  when  the  execution  bad       isse. 
been  levied  upon  property  not  the  debtors.     And  as  was  held  in      ^  v^^" 
that  case,  so  here  a  satisfactbn  appearing  of  record,  the  statute  of     ^'  ^^'^ 
iimitation  is  satisftetorily  answered. 

It  may  be  said  the  plaintiff's  cause  of  action  was  not  suspended 
by  tbis  levy.  But  we  think  that  although  this  was  not  the  case, 
yet  so  long  as  the  levy  appeared  df  record  as  a  satisfaction  of  the 
sofii  now  JO  controversy  and  both  patties  acquiesced  therein,  it  so 
far  rebuts  all  presumption  of  payment,  that  the  statute  ought 
not  to  operate  as  a  bar.  If  it  were  not  so  decided  the  creditor  in 
case  of  a  defective  levy,  under  the  former  law,  might  lie  by  until 
the  statute  had  barred  the  judgment,  and  then  recover  the  land 
and  rents,  and  thus  effectually  deprive  the  creditor  of  all  redress. 
And  this  may  be  true  in  the  present  case.  We  should  be  reluctant 
to  adopt  a  principle  so  susceptible  of  being  made  the  instrument 
of  abuse.  And  it  will  be  perceived  that,  if  the  statute  is  held  to 
operate  as  a  bar  in  this  case,  so  must  it  in  all  cases,  where  the  levy 
is  ia  tact  defective,  although  it  be  in  some  matter  not  apparent  on 
the  record  as  that  one  of  the  appraisers  was  interested  in  the  levy 
or  within  the  prohibited  degrees  of  affinity  or  consanguinity. 

And  when  this  defect  is  known  to  the  debtor  and  not  known  to 
the  creditor,  or  even  fraudulently  kept  out  of  sight,  still  the  rule 
of  decision  must  be  the  same^  We  are  satis6ed  that  in  none  of 
the  oases  stated  should  the  statute  operate  as  a  bar. 

The  result  is  that  the  $144,75  and  interest  from  the  date  of 
the  decree  is  allowed  to  the  oratrix,  and  is  first  to  be  set  off  against 
the  judgment  set  up  in  the  orator's  bill  and  the  balance  of  that 
judgment  is  to  be  ofiset  according  to  the  prayer  of  the  bill  and  no 
casts  allowed  to  either  party. 
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ADDnnr,  Hamlin  Converse  vs.  Samuel  Cook  et  al. 

January^ 

,  ^^^'         If  the  plaintiff  in  a  decree  of  ^foredoeare  in  chancery  receiTea  payment  of 
part  of  the  sum  deereed,  it  opens  the  foreclosure. 

When  a  purchaser  of  an  estatot  tncnmbered  by  two  mortgages,  at  the  time  of 
the  purchase,  agrees  with  the  mortgagor  to  pay  the  mortgages*  and  retain* 
a  part  of  the  purchue  money  for  that  purpose,  and  goes  into  possession,  ha 
cannot  afterwards  take  a  conyeyance  from  the  first  mortgagee,  and  set  it 
up  against  the  second  mortgagee,  notwithstanding  he  may  haTO  been  de- 
ceiTed  by  the  mor  tg  agor  as  to  the  amount  due» 

This  was  an  ejectment  for  lands  ^in  Bridport.  The  plaintiff  in 
support  of  the  issue,  gave  in  evidence  a  mortgage  deed  firom  one 
Farmery  Hemmingway  to  himself,  dated  Dec.  2,  1829,  to  secure 
payment  on  a  note  for  ^562,00  together  with  the  terms  described 
in  the  condition. 

Also,  a  deed  from  Farmery  Hemmingway  to  Jonas  Hemming* 
way,  dated  Sept.  20,  1830,  and  sundry  subsequent  conveyances 
showing  that  the  defendants  derived  their  title  from  said -Jonas* 
The  possession  of  the  defendants'at  the  time  of  bringing  of  this 
suit  was  admitted. 

The  defendant  then  gave  in  evidence,  a  mortgage  deed  from 
Farmery  Hemmingway  to  Vashni  Hemmingway,  dated  May  14, 
1814,  together  with  the  record  of  a  decree  ^of  foreclosure  of  said 
mortgage  by  Edward  H.  and  others,  the  executors  of  said  Vashni 
in  Jan.  1826  which  became  absolute  in  Jan.  1827.  And  also,  a 
deed  from  Edward  Hemmignway  and  others,who  were  proved  to  be 
heirs  of  seid  Vashni,  to  Jonas  Hemmingway,  dated  Nov.  8,*  1834, 
The  amount  stated  in  the  decree  to  have  been  due  on  the  mort- . 
gage  is  about  $2,500.  No  possesion  of  the  premises  was  ever 
taken  nor  any  steps  to  enforce  said  decree  by  the  heirs  of  said 
Vashni. 

The  plaintiff  then  offered  testimony  tending  to  pnwe  that  the 
inortgage  to  said  Vashni  had  been  paid  before  said  decree ;  and 
among  olher  things  the  testimony  of  a  witness  that  many  years 
since  Farmery  took  to  Massachusetts  where  the  said  Vashni  resid* 
ed,  a  large  amount  of  property  consisting  of  horses,  professedly  for 
ihe  purpose  of  paying  said  mortgaged  debt,  that  said  property  was 
left  thesre,  but  whether  it  was  paid  to  said  Vashni  the  witness  did 
not  know  except  from  the  declaration  sof  said  Farmery. 

To  this  evidence  the  defendant  objected,  but  the  same  was  ad- 
mitted by  the  court..  The  plvntiff  then  proved  by  the  solicitor, 
who  procured  the  foreclosure  that  a  large  amount,  to  wit :  the  sum 
of  ^1069  dollars  was  paid  to  him  by  said  Farmery,  on  account  of 
ijxe  mortgage  befojre  the  fojreclqsure,  whiph  wa9  oo^  applied,  \m 
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ifaat  the  decree  was  taken  for  the  full  amount  of  the  notes. 

He  proved  also  the  declaration  of  Edward  Hemrogway  Riade 
10  the  fall  of  1829,  that  there  was  only  between  $300  and  0400' 
due  on  the  mortgage  to  Vashni. 

He  also  proved  by  the  declaration  of  Jonas  Hemmingway  made 
ihoctly  after  the  deed  from  Farmery  H.  to  him  dated  in  Sept. 
1830,  that  he,  Jonas,  was  by  the  agreement  with  Farmery  to  pay 
the  mortgage  to  Vashni,  and  also  the  plaintiff's  mortgage  towards 
the  purchasing  of  the  land ;  that  he  retained  $400  dollars  to  pay 
the  mortgage  to  Vashni,  and  if  the  sum  due  did  not  amount  to  that 
he  was  to  send  the  balance  to  Farmery.  It  was  also  proved  that 
Jonas  afterwards  made  a  payment  of  interest  to  the  plaintiff  on 
his  mortgage. 

The  defendants'  then  offered  eiddenoe  to  prove  that  at  the  time 
of  the  purchase  by  Jonas  H.  of  Farmery  in  Sept.  1830,  F&rmery 
deceived  Jonas  in  representing  to  him.  that  the  amount  due  on  the 
mortgage  was  less  than  was  actually  due.  This  evidence  was  ob' 
jected  to  and  rejected  by  the  court. 

The  defendants  then  offered  said  Eldward  H.  as  a  witness  to 
prove  the  fiiimess  of  the  decree,  who  was  objected  to  by  the  plain- 
tiff as  interested  and  his  testimony  was  rejected. 

The  court  charged  the  jury  tfiat  the  decree  having  been  taken 
for  a  much  larger  amount  than  was  due,  and  that  circumstance 
having  been  known  at  the  time  both  to  Edward  and  his  solicitor 
and  no  explanation  being  furnished,  the  decree  was  to  be  regarded 
AS  fraudulent  as  to  the  plaintiff. 

And  farther,  if  Jonas  Hemmingway  agreed  upon  the  occasion 
of  the  purchase  in  Sept.  1830  to  pay  their  mortgage  and  retained 
a  part  of  the  purchstse  money  for  that  purpose,  that  it  was  not  now 
competent  for  him  or  those  claiming  under^him  to  set  up  an  assign- 
ment from  Edward  as  a  defence  in  this  suit,  but  that  said  assign- 
ment must  be  considered  an  extinguishment  of  said  mortgage. 

To  these  several  decisions  and  charge  the  defendants  excepted. 

Lbuley  and  Solace  far  defendants. 1.  The  declarations  of 

Farmery  Hemmingway  were  clearly  inadmissible,  and  cannot  be 
distinguished  from  permitting  a  man  to  prove,  that  he  had  the 
money  m  his  pocket,  and  said  he  was  going  to  pay  a  note  on  mort- 
gage. It  is  m  no  sense  a  part  of  the  res  gesUs,  of  the  feet  neces- 
sary U>  be  proved,  to  wit :  the|payment  of  the  money.  Or  further, 
it  only  amounts  to  evidence  tending  to  prove,  the  existence  of  an 
intention  to  pay  sometime  previous  to  the  tme  when  it  is  preten- 
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AoDiBojh     ded  the  payment  was  made.     Proof  of  tbe  existence  of  an  iotea- 
^IiSSl^'      tion  to  do  a  wrongful  act,  is  in  criminal  law,  a  familiar  principle ; 
'Convene     }^i  ^j^q  admitting  proof  of  an  intention  to  perform  a  contract  as 
Cook  e\  aL    legitimate  evidence  of  its  fulfilment  is  as  novel  as  it  would  be  dan- 
gerous.— Starkie  Ev.  47. 

2-  The  oourt  erred  in  rejecting  the  testimonj  showing  a  fraud 
practiced  by  Farmery  Hemingway  on  Jonas.  It  was  bdbpeosa- 
ble  to  explain  what  the  plaintiff  proved  Jonas  had  said.  It  is 
manifest  from  the  case  that  Jonas  in  purchasing  of  Farmery  was 
deceived  in  relation  to  the  amount  due  on  the  Vashni  Hemming* 
way  mortgage,  and  the  proof  offered  would  have  explained  it  fiiUy. 
Suppose  Farmery  sold  Jonas  for  ^1500  and  that  be  represented 
that  there  was  but  $400  due  on  the  Vashni  Heromingway  mort- 
gage, and  that  as  between  Farmery  Hemmingwayand  Jonas  it  was 
agreed,  that  out  of  the  purchase  money  Jonas  should  reserve  ^00 
for  the  Vashni  H.  mortgage  and  enough  to  pay  plaintiff's  debt, 
that  acting  on  the  supposition  that  only  |t400  was  due  Vash- 
ni H.  he  should  have  paid  a  number -of  hundred  dollars  to  Far* 
mery,  and  afterwards  found  that  there  was  enough  due  to  V* 
Hemmiogway  to  swallow  up  the  whole  amount  of  the  purchase 
money  originally  agreed  to  be  paid.  We  conceive  that  no  prin- 
ciple of  law  or  equity  required  Jonas  H.  to  extbguisb  plaintiff's 
mortgage.  If  the  contract  to  pay  off  the  frior  incumbrance,  bad 
been  between  Jonas  and  plaintiff  and  entered  into  for  a  valuable 
consideratian  and  without  any  fraud  in  plaintiff,  the  question  would 
have  required  a  different  consideration.  But  when  tbe  contract  is 
utterly  void  between  the  original  parties,  for  fraud,  it  is  beyond  our 
comprehension,  how  it  can  be  set  up  by  third  persons  claiming 
through  the  perpetration  of  the  fraud;  and  that  too  against  the 
man  defrauded.  No  person  can  compel  Jonas  to  execute  tbe  con- 
tract beyond  what  Farmery  could  have  coerced  him. 

The  equitable  defence  arising  out  of  tbe  misrepresentations  of 
Farmery  is  as  unanswerably  applied  to  others  claiming  through 
Farmery,  as  it  would  be  to  him.  The  purchasing  in  this  prior  in- 
cumbrance cannot[operate  to  extinguish  the  mortgage  if  it  would  be 
extinguishable.— jLocXrtooocf  vs.  S  ,  6  Conn.  373.-^j8aU- 

mn  vs.  Mortcny  3  Conn.  161. — Marshal  vs.  fVood  tt  aL,  S  Vu 
R.SSO. 

8.  Jonas  H.  had  a  right  to  purchase  in  the  Vashni  H.  claim  'to 
strengthen  his  own  title.  He  was  not  only  a  mortgagee  as  well  as 
phintiff  but  also  a  purchaser  and  will  be  protected  in  bringing  in  a 
prior  incumbrance. — Powel  on  M.  479^0. 
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4.  Bm  the  iDOftgage  was  at  ao  end,  a  £>reclo6ure  bad  taken 
place,  and  the  title  to  the  laad  had  become  absolute  b  Vasbni . 
HefnoQiagviay.    Hence  a  quit  claim  from  Vasbni  or  bis  beirs  con- 
veyed the  land  itself. 

5.  The  court  erred  in  rejecting  the  testimony  of  Edward  Hem- 
ningway.  AH  the  interest  be  ever  had  be  bad  released  to  Jonas, 
and  as  by  die  terms  of  that  contract,  he  bad  not  in  any  way  be- 
come answerable  for  the  validity  of  the  title,  he  bad  no  legal  in* 
terest  in  this  controversy.  The  verdict  could  never  be  used 
against  him. 

6.  The  court  erred  in  charging  the  jury  that  the  taking  the  de- 
cree for  more  than  was  due  was  fraudulent.  It  is  indeed  sugges- 
ted in  this  part  of  the  case,  that  no  explanation  was  offered,  but 
it  will  be  found  from  another  part  of  the  case  that  an  explanation 
was  offered,  but  the  court  declined  hearing  it.  If  a  party  taking  a 
decree  or  judgment  has  in  bis  own  hands  the  means  of  taking  the 
decree  or  judgment  for  the  true  amount,  he  is  bound  to  do  it.  But 
where  payments  have  been  made  on  notes,  bonds  or  other  securi- 
ties, and  receipts  given  the  obligee,  it  is  not  in  his  power  by  neg- 
lecting to  produce  his  vouchers,  to  prevent  the  plaintiff  from  ob- 
taining a  valid  judgment.  To  impeach  such  judgment  there  must 
be  something  more  than  The  fact  that  it  is  too  large.  Some  fraud 
must  appear. 

7.  If  the  foreclosure  was  invalid  yet  the  debt  to  V.  H.  was 
unpaid,  and  the  original  lien  remained.  The  taking  a  foreclosure 
for  a  sum  too  large  would  not  destroy  the  right  to  what  was  honest- 
ly due — as  the  claim  of  the  heirs  df  Vashni  H.  had  passed  to  Jo- 
nas, it  furbished  the  same  protection  to  him,  that  it  would  have 
done  to  them  had  they  taken  possession  under  the  claim.  It  must 
be  conceded  that  they  could  not  be  ejected  from  the  land  until  the 
sum  actually  due  them  had  been  paid  unless  the  purchase 
of  this  prior  incumbrance  operates  as  an  extinguishment.  It  is  im- 
material in  defending  this  action  whether  the  foreclosure  be  valid 
or  not. 

8.  As  Jonas  had  paid  off  a  prior  incumbrance  effectihg  plain- 
tiff's title  as  well  as  his  own,  plaintiff  cannot  take  the  benefit  or 
such  a  payment  without  at  least  paying  Jonas  an  equitable  propor- 
tion of  the  money  thus  paid  out. 

H.  Seymour  for  plmntiff. — ^The  plaintiff  objects  to  any  title 
derived  to  the  defendant  under  this  old  mortgage. 
1 .  That  the  decree  as  to  the  plaintiff  «  as  fraudulent. 
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fL  Thai  if  it  was  not  fraudulent  the  purchasing  in  of  the  tide 
under  it  by  Jonas  Hemingway  from  the  heirs  of  Vashni  was  ao 
extinguishment  of  that  title,  so  that  it  could  not  be  set  up  by  those 
Oooketai.  claiming  Under  Jonas  against  the  plaintiffi  title.  The  fact  that 
Farmery  H.  was  permitted  to  remain  in  possession  for  sucb  a 
length  of  time,  and  the  fact  that  1069  dollars  had  been  paid  by 
Farmery  to  the  mortgagee's]  solicitor  before  the  decree  and  not 
applied,  afforded  a  strong  presumption  that  the  mortgage  was  sat- 
isfied and  the  decree  fraudulent ;  and  to  strengthen  this  presump- 
tion, the  testimony  showing  that  Farmery  had  taken  property  to 
Massachusetts,  professedly  for  the  purpose  of  paying  on  the  mort- 
gage, was  properly  admitted  by  the  court  Starkie  part  2,241. —- 
19  Johns.  I64.--15  Mass.  230. 

Jonas  Hemmingway  was  the  real  party  interested  in  this  suit 
and  his  declarations  at  and  near  the  time  of  his  making  the  pur- 
chase of  Farmery  as  to  the  contract  between  him  and  Farmery 
was  proper  testimony. — Starkie  1387 — 1  Esp.  394. — 11  E^t. 
584.— Starkie  42,  part  4. 

The  testimony  as  to  Farmery's  representing  to  Jonas  that  the 
sum  due  on  the  said  mortgage  was  less  than  was  really  due  was 
properly  rejected.  If  Jonas  chose  to  rely  on  Farmery's  statement 
instead  of  ascertsdniug  the  fact  for  himself,  this  ought  not  ta 
eSE&ci  the  plaintiff. 

Ekiward  Hemmingway  was  not  a  competent  witness.  A  person 
who  has  acquired  a  fraudulent  title  and  fraudulently  conveyed  the 
same  though  by  quit-claim  is  not  a  competent  witness.— -Swift's 
Digest  vol.  2,  p.  252 — 3  Johns.  R.  371. 

As  to  the][other  objection  to  the  defendant's  protecting  themselves 
under  the  old  mortgage  and  decree.  The  plaintiff  insbts  that  ad- 
mitting the  decree  to  have  been  a  fair  and  just  one,  that  in  the  re- 
lation defendants  stand  to  plaintiff's  title  they  cannot  avail  them- 
selves of  it. 

Farmery  Hemmingway  the  mortgagor  (as  it  was  his  duty  to  pay 
up  this  mortgage)  could  not  by  takiag  a  conveyance  from 
the  mortgagee  or  his  heirs  have  set  up  this  title  against  his 
own  grantee  the  plaintiff.  Though  in  form  a  conveyance,  it  would 
in  effect  be  an  extinguishment  of  the  mortgage  title.  Nor  could 
be  set  up  any  title  inconsistent  with  his  own  deed. — Starkie  6, 
535,  part  4. 

Jonas  Hemmingway  in  every  respect  stands  in  the  same  relation 
to  the  title  that  Farmery  did.  When  be  purchased  ol  Farmery,  a 
part  of  the  consideration  was  that  Jonas  should  pay  both  the  bal- 
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aoce  due  on  the  old  mortgage  and  the  debt  due  the  plaintiff    Hfie*  ADoikoit; 

money  for  both  these  purposes  waa  left  in  bis  hands  by  far^  isse.  * 

inerj.  The  conveyance  to  him,  therefore,  of  the  title  under  the  okf  Coujrorw. 

moitgage  in  its  legal  effect  is  an  extinguishment  of  thaf  titfe--^^  Coo^  «t  «i- 
ColKnt  vs.  Torry,  7  Johns.  R.  278.-6  Johns.  R.  996.-6  Vt, 
R.  60S. 

Another  objection  if  it  were  necessary,  may  be  made  to  the 
defendant's  title  under  the  old  mortgage.  The  payments  on  it, 
some  before  and  some  since  the  decree  have  reduced  the  sum- 
due  from  2500  dollars  named  in  the  decree,  to  about  400  doHars.< 
The  receiving  payments  on  the  debt  by  the  mortgagee  has  the  ef- 
fect of  opening  the  mortgage  to  redemption  by  the  mortgagor. 
The  interest  of  the  mortgagee  in  this  mortgage  is  personal  proper- 
ty and  goes  to  the  executor  or  administrator,  and  no  title  to  the 
premises  passed  to  the  heirs  of  Vashni  Hemmingway. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 
Williams,  Ch.  J. — ^The  plaintiff  claims  title  by  virtue  of  a< 
mortgage  deed  from  Farmery  Hemmingway,  dated  in  December 
18S9.  Farmery  Hemmingway,  in  September  1830,  conveyed  the 
same  premises  to  Jonas  Hemmingway,  and  by  a  regular  chain  of 
conveyances,  the  title  of  Jonas  Hemmingway  came  to  the  defen- 
dants. The  defendants  attempted  to  set  up  a  prior  title  derived  to 
them  from  the  representatives  of  Vashni  Hemmingway,  to  wfiom 
Farmery  Hemmingway  bad  mortgaged  the  premises  in  May  1814, 
on  which  mortgage  a  decree  of  foreclosure  had  been  obtained  in« 
January  1826.  When  Jonas  Hemmingway  purchased  of  Far- 
mery iD  September  1830.  he  agreed  to  pay  both  of  the  mortgages 
before  mentioned,  and  retained  a  part  of  the  purchase  money  for 
that  purpose.  The  county  court  decided  that,  under  the  circura-^ 
stances,  neither  Jonas  Hemmingway  nor  the  defendants,  who 
elanned  from  him,  could  set  up  the  assignment  executed  by  the 
representatives  of  Vashni  to  them,  to  defeat  the  plaintiff.  We  are 
of  opinion  that  the  views  of  the  county  court  as^  expressed  in  the 
diarge  of  the  judge  were  correct. 

On  the  first  question  raised  here,  as  to  the  admission  of  the  ev- 
idence, that  Farmery  took  property  to  Massachusetts  for  the  pur- 
pose of  paying  the  mortgage  to  Vashni,  we  think  the  evidence,  in 
connexion  with  the  declarations  of  Jonas  Hemmingway  and  the 
executors  of  Vashni,  was  admissible  as  tending  to  show  a  payment 
of  the  mortgage  after  the  decree  of  foreclosure  had  been  made 
and  expired.  If  payments  were  made  by  the  mortgagor  and  ac- 
22 
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cepted  by  the  mortgagee  after  the  decree  of  foreclosure,  the  estate 
of  the  representatives  of  Vashni  would  not  be  considered  as  abso- 
lute under  the  decree,  but  remained,  as  before  the  decroe,  condi- 
tional. The  title  of  Farmery  was  therefore  not  gone  from  him 
wholly,  when  he  mortgaged  to  the  plaintiff  in  1839,  but  he  had  an 
equity  of  redemption  in  the  premises  in  question. 

After  Farmery  executed  the  deed  of  mortgage  to  the  plaintiff, 
he  had  an  estate  in  the  premises,  subject  to  both  mortgages.  His 
grantee,  Jonas  Hemmingway,  stood  in  the  same  relation  in  equity, 
the  debtor  of  the  representatives  of  Vashni  Hemmingway  and 
of  the  plaintiff.  Neither  Farmery  nor  Jonas  could  purchase 
in  one  of  the  mortgages  and  keep  it  alive  to  the  prejudice  of  the 
other,  but  a  purchase  could  only  operate  as  a  payment.  The 
counsel  for  the  defendants  have  a  mistaken  view  of  the  situation  of 
Jonas  Hemmingway  or  the  defendants,  by  considering  them  as 
mortgagees  without  notice,  purchasing  in  a  precedent  incumbrance 
to  strengthen  their  title.  The  only  case,  where  one  purchas- 
ing under  a  mortgagor  has  been  permitted  to  purchase  in  a  prior 
mortgage  and  decree  under  it,  b  that  of  a  first  mortgagee,  who  has 
purchased  of  the  mortgagor  the  equity  of  redemption.  In  that 
case,  he  has  been  pennitted  to  claim  by  virtue  of  his  mortgage 
against  a  second  mortgagee  ;  and  we  are  not  aware  that  the  cases 
have  gone  any  further.  This  view  of  the  case  would  alone  be  de- 
cisive of  the  rights  of  the  parties  to  this  suit.  But  when  we  fur- 
ther take  into  consideration,  that  Jonas  Hemmingway,  when  he 
purchased  of  Farmery,  agreed  to  pay  the  mortgage  to  the 
|rfaintiff,  and  retained  a  part  of  the  purchase  money  for  that 
purpose,  it  shows  manifestly  the  intention  of  the  parties,  that  the 
mortgage  to  Vashni  should  be  paid,  and  would  prevent  Jonas  and 
all  claiming  under  him,  from  setting  up  that  mortgage  in  any  way 
to  the  prejudice  of  the  plaintiff;  and  although  this  agreement  may 
have  been  procured  by  the  fraud  of  Farmery,  and  he  may  have 
been  liable  therefor,  yet  it  would  not  change  the  relation  in  which 
Jonas  stood  to  the  plaintiff,  viz ;  that  of  a  mortgagor  in  possession, 
liable  both  by  law  and  by  express  agreement  to  pay  the  lien  which 
the  plaintiff  held  on  the  land  by  his  mortgage  deed.  The  case 
of  Brown  vs.  Steady  5  Simons  R.  in  chancery  535,  is  a  very  con- 
clusive authority  on  this  point.  The  county  court  were  correct  in 
treating  the  assignment  from  the  representatives  of  Vashni  Hem- 
mingway to  the  defendants  as  an  extinguishment  of  the  mortgage. 

Tlie  other  question  in  relation  to  the  admission  of  the  testimony 
of  Edward  Hemmingway,  (who,  it  appears,  was  one  of  the  exeo- 
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utois  of  the  will  of  Vasbni.)  as  to  the  fairness  of  the  decree,  be-    4pi»i>oN, 
came  wholly  immaterial^  when  it  appeared  that,  by  aoceptmg  pay-       isse. 
ment  after  the  decree,  and  admitting  a  less  sum  to  be  due  than  the     ^<^^»* 
amount  stated,  the  executors  waived  the  benefit  of  that  decree,  and    ^^^  •<  ^* 
held  their  title  as  a  defeasable  one,  upon  the  performance  of  the 
condition  expressed  in  the  mortgage.    The  judgment  of  the  coun- 
ty court  must  therefore  be  affirmed. 
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Prkseut,  HoN«  CHARLES  K.  WILLIAMS,  Ckief  Justice. 
"     SAMUEL  S.  PHELPS,   ) 
**     JACOB  COLLAMER,      }  AuUtant  Justice; 
»*      JSAAC  F.  REDFIELD.  S 


A 


Sawyer  and  Rogers  vz.  James  Adams. 

When  a  town  elerk  copies  a  deed  delivered  to  him  for  record  on  a  hook  which 
hai  ceased  jco  be  a  .^k  for  recording  for  a  number  of  yeare,  and  does  not 
insert  the  names  in  -iho  alphabetj  for  the  purpose  of  concealment  and  fraud, 
such  deed  is  not  recordedj  and  is  no  notice  to  aAer  purchasers,  or  attaching 
creditors. 

This  was  an  action  of  ejecUnent  commenced  at  the  county  court 
against  Cyrus  Adams  and  James  Adams.  Cyrus  Adams  su&red 
a  default.  But  James  set  up  a  title  und^r  a  deed  from  Cyrus. 
The  cause  was  passed  to  this  court  by  exceptions  taken  by  the 
plaintiiSr  to  the  charge  of  the  court  to  the  jury  on  trial  below. 

The  facts  in  the  case  are  stated  by  the  chief  justice  in  deliver'^ 
;ing  his  ^opinion. 

Mr.  Smith  far  plaintiff .-^We  contend  the  defendant  has  not 
procured  his  mortgage  to  be  recorded  in  compliarce  with  the  stat* 
!^  ute.  Th9  ddivery  of  it  to  the  town  clerk  and  procuring  the  en- 
try to  be  made  which  appears  on  the  back  of  it  was  not  doing 
what  is  DiQCies^wry  to  give  priority  of  title.  The  statute  makes 
no  proyisioQ  for  such  entry,  but  on  the  contrary  is  explicit^  that  a 
deed  sh^U  be  recorded  H  full  lengthy  and  unless  so  recorded  shall 
only  opetrate  between  the  paities  and  their  heirs. — Stat  chap.  50, 
lio.  1;  SQG.  ${0.  No.  5;  sect.  1  and  3;  ohapt.  I8no.  1;  sect  5, 6, 8. 
Constitution  chap.  %  sect.  36. — AH^  w.  Eoerts,  3  Vt.  R.  10.— 
,SlWHirt  Ts.  Henthato  do.  264. — Stevens  vs.  Broun  do.  420. 
\  The  recording  of  the  mortgage  on  the  back  leaf  of  the  old  book 

,of  records  was  a  nullity.    The  object  of  the  statute  is  notice  of 
t\cf>nveyance  for  the  security  of  purchasers.    But  this  record  W98 
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secfit  and  wholly  inaccessaUe  to  aay  one  but  ihe  ptnies.    Ii  v?u    BwiAim, 
•o  erasion  of  the  statute,  and  in  judgment  of  law  is  as  no  raooid.     ^^JS^' 

Astor  Y9.  Wetts  4  Wbet.  R.  466.  The  defendant  having  bad  ^^^^  ^•^ 
a  reasonable  time  to  procure  bis  mortgage  to  be  recorded  cannot  Adbm. 
call  upon  the  court  to  dispense  with  the  statute  unless  be  sbowt 
notice  in  the  plaintiffi  actual  or  constructive.  It  is  admitted  in 
the  case  the  mortgagor  remained  in  the  open  and  peaceable  posses- 
sion of  the  premises  long  after  the  plaintiffi'  attachment.  It  does 
not  appear  the  mortgage  of  the  defendant  was  left  with  the  town 
clerk  and  by  him  kept  on  file,  and  nothing  is  shown  on  the  part 
of  the  defendant  which  would  make  it  nece»ary  for  the  plaiatiffs 
10  inquire  after  and  to  take  notice  of  it. 

No  ibundauon  is  therefore  laid  for  constructive  notice,  and  actual 
nodoe  oot  being  pretended,  the  plaintifi'  are  bona  jidt  purchasers 
without  notice,  and  their  tide  must  prevail. — BeeJeman  vs.  Frosty 
18  John.  R.  ^66.— Barnes  vs.  Hawky^  3  Conn.  R.  467.-^ 
Fridge  vs.  Tyler ^  4  Mass.  R.  ^X.—Famuworth  vs.  ChUd  do. 
S^.'^HwiUingdon  vs.  ttit^er^  5  Vt.  R.  54. — Skiwner  vs. 
MuDania  do  539.— iSbme  vs,  Same,  4  Vt.  R.  421. 

If  it  be  said  the  defendant  ought  not  to  suffer  for  the  wrongful 
act  of  the  town  clerk,  all  we  have  to  reply  is,  that  he  has  not  pro- 
cured that  to  be  done  which  the  statute  has  made  necessary  to 
give  priority  of  title. 

It  is  a  general  rule  where  a  statute  directs  a  thing  to  be  done  in 
a  particular  way  it  cannot  be  done  in  any  other  way. — 6  Bac.  Ab. 
337.— 1  Swift's  Digest  Ihh.—Metcalf  vs.  Gilltty  5  Conn.  R. 
400.  In  the  case  of  a  party  claiming  title  under  a  deed  from  an 
administrator,  executor,  or  collector,  or  the  levy  of  an  execution,  ' 
he  must  show  proceedings  agreeably  to  the  statute.  '  It  is  the  du- 
ty of  the  court  to  construe  a  statute  so  as  to  suppress  the  mischief 
and  advance  the  remedy.  In  the  absence  of  notice  to  give  ef- 
fect to  an  unregistered  deed  would  defeat  the  object  the  legislature 
had  in  view  in  requiring  a  registry. 

It  would  amount  to  a  repeal  of  the  statute.  The  defendant 
must  take  his  remedy  against  the  town  clerk,  or  the  town. — Stat, 
chap.  50,  no.  5,  sect.  112. 

Messrs,  Ormsbec  and  Roycefor  defendanL — ^We  contend  that 
the  jury  having  found  the  defendant  to  be  eatirely  free  from  all 
fraud  or  collusion  with  the  town  clerk^  having  also  found  that  be 
delivered  the  deed  to  the  towa  clerk  to  be  recorded,  that  thertown. 
ijerit  received  the  same  for  such  purpose,  and  returned  such  deed- 
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RoTLAHo,    to  James  Adams  as  reoorded,  these  facts  as  ii  cespeds  James  A. 
^^y^    coostitute  a  sufficient  recording  to  pass  the  title  to  James  Adams 
8a«y«r«tti.   against  all  persons  whatever. 

*"  The  law.  makes  certain  forms  necessary  to  the  passing  of  the 

title  of  real  estate-— of  these  some  are  to  be  performed  by  the 
grantor,  some  by  the  grantee,  and  some  by  an  officer  of  law. 

The  grantee  in  this  case  has  done  all  in  bis  power,  he  has  left 
the  deed  with  the  proper  officer  to  be  completed. 

The  law  presumes  that  he  will  do  his  duty;  if  he  does  not  he  is 
accountable  for  damages  to  all  persons  aggrieyed ;  but  the  law  nev- 
er intended  to  put  it  in  his  power  to  prevent  the  transfer  of  real 
estate. 

It  is  further  to  be  observed  in  this  case,  that  it  is  merely  a  ques- 
tion as  to  which  of  the  pardes  shall  ultimately  call  on  the  town. 

In  the  present  case  the  title  of  the  defendant  was  the  elder  title. 
He  was  in  possession  under  his  deed. 

The  derendant  had  accepted  his  title  and  being  in  possesskm, 
could  not  himself  proceed  to  prosecute  until  eviction,  'without  ta- 
king upon  himself  the  burden  of  establishing  both  positions,  that 
bis  deed  was  bad,  and  tbe  other  party  had  the  better  title.  In  oth- 
er words  he  would  be  called  upon  to  defeat  his  own  title,  however 
detrimental  to  his  own  interest  it  might  be. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 
Williams,  Ch.  J. — ^The  plaintiffi,  being  creditors  of  Cyrus 
Adams,  attached  the  prembes  in  question,  recovered  judgment  and 
levied  their  execution  thereon. 

The  defendant,  James  AdamSj  being  in  possession  of  the  prem- 
ises, they  commenced  their  action  against  James  and  Cyrus  Adams. 
James  set  up  a  title  under  a  mortgage  deed  from  Cyrus  of  a  prior 
date,  duly  executed  and  acknowledged  and  on  which  there  is  a 
certificate  of  Cyrus,  who  was  then  town  clerk,  that  it  was  receiv- 
ed for  record  and  recorded.  On  referring  to  the  records  it  is  found 
that  the  mortgage  deed  was  recorded  on  the  back  leaf  of  volmne 
third  of  said  records,  on  which  there  had  been  no  deeds  recorded 
for  upwards  of  twelve  years  previous  to  the  time  said  mortgage 
purported  to  be  recorded.  On  the  back  leaf  of  the  fourth  vdunoa 
of  records  another  deed  fix>m'  Cyrus  Adams  to  James  Adams,  da- 
ted June  3d  1826,  was  copied  as  recorded,  although  the  last  deeds 
recorded  on  that  book,  were  in  May  1820.  In  the  fifth  volume  of 
the  town  records  there  was  no  record  of  the  deed  in  quesuon,  al- 
though it  was  the  book  where  others,  received  in  June  and  July 
1896,  were  recorded. 
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1(  further  appears,  there  was  no  paging  on  the  book  beyond    RvTi.AffD, 
page  484  nor  in  the  place  where  the  mortgage  was  copied  or  re-     ^*^36^^' 
corded.     In  the  alphabet  it  is  found  that  the  names  of  the  parties   Sawyer ettiT 
to  this  deed  are  not  entered,  either  as  referring  to  the  place  where      Adams. 
the  deed  was  recorded,  or  attempted  to  be  recorded,  or  to  any  oth- 
er book  or  place.    It  is  admitted  in  the  case,  that  the  mortgage 
deed  was  secretly  and  fraudulently  recorded  by   the  said  Cyrus 
Adams,  who  was  then  town  clerk  of  the  town  of  Middletown,  on 
the  back  leaf  of  an  old  book  of  records ;  and  it  must  also  be  con- 
sidered as  established  by  the  verdjpt,  that  James  had  not  consented 
DOT  was  privy  to  this  fraudulent  act  of  Cyrus  Adams,  the  grantor 
aod  town  clerk.     The  whole  question  is,  was   this  deed  of  mort-<  m 
gage  duly  recorded.     For,  if  it  was,  the  plaintiff  and  all  others  I 
are  bound  to  recognize  it,  and  are  considered  in  law  as  having  no- 
tice of  its  contents.     If  it  is  not  duly  recorded,  and  the  plaintiffs 
had  no  actual  notice  of  its  execution  and  contents ;  on  the  princi- 
ple that  a  conveyance  of  a  later  date  duly  registered  is  to  have 
priority  to  a  deed  of  an  earlier  date  not  recorded,  the  title  of  the 
phiDtiffi  must  prevail.     In  the  first  place  it  may  be  remarked,  that 
an  act  false  and  fraudulent  is  usually  considered  as  no  act,  but  as  a 
mere  nullity.     The  expression,  therefore,  that  the  deed  was  fraud- 
olently  recorded,  was  probably  intended  as  referring  only  to  the  in- 
tentions and  designs  of  Cyrus  Adams  ;  not  as  expressing  that  the  . 
placing  the  deed  in  the  book  where  it  was  found,  was,  in  itself,  a  ; 
fraudulent  act.     Without,  however,  attending  particularly  to  this, 
it  will  be  proper  to  enquire  what  is  meant  by  recording  a  deed, 
aod  what  is  the  object  of  such  a  record  ;  and  upon  the  answer  to 
these  enquiries  it  will  be  determined  whether  this  mortgage  has 
been  duly  recorded. 

On  the  first  particular,  there  is  but  little  doubt  that  recording 
means  the  copying  of  the  instrument,  to  be  recorded,  into  the  pub- 
fie  records  of  the  town  in  a  book  kept  for  that  purpose,  by  or  un- 
der the  saperintendance  of  the  officer  appointed  therefor.  This 
recording  may  and  does  take  e&ct  from  the  time  the  deed  or  in- 
strement  is  delivered  to  the  officer,  if  it  is  in  due  time  placed  upon 
the  records.  The  delivery  of  the  deed  to  a  town  clerk,  or  his 
mintite  on  the  same  that  he  has  received  the  same  for  record,  are 
not  the  recording ;  but  the  record,  if  completed,  is  considered  as 
taking  ettect  from  that  time.  Hence,  if  the  deed  is  by  the  grantee 
taken  from  the  possession  and  custody  of  the  clerk  after  he  has  re- 
ceived it,  and  again  returned,  the  record  can  only  be  considered  as 
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RuTLAMD,     taking  effect  rrom  the  time  it  wed  retamed.    Tins  was  decided*  id 

iffT^'     a  case  of  Brush  vs.  Cook,  in  Franklin  coanly  Jan.  1824. 
Sawyer  et  ai.      Furthermore,  the  deed  must  be  duly  recorded.     Hence  if  the 
Adama.      deed,  as  it  appears  on  the  record,  confoios  defects  which  would 
render  it  void,  if  they  existed  in  the  original,  although  there  ara  no 
such  defects  in  the  original,  such  deed  is  treated  as  not  recorded. 
The  cases  which  have  been  decided  on  this  principle,  Huntington 
vs.  Cohleighy  Skinner  et  aL  vs.  McDaniel  et  ah  in  Vermont  Re- 
ports, are  but  following  the  principle  decided  in  Popham's  Re- 
ports, "that  an  enrolment  remans   good,  notwithstanding 'omfs- 
sions  by  the  clerk,  when  the  omissions  are  not'  that  which  is  of 
any  substnnce  in  the  detdV — Sir  Francis  Englefields  case,  Fop- 
Iham21. 

If  the  town  clerk  in  recording  a  deed,  through  accident  or  de- 
sign, carelessly  or  falsely  records  or  described  the  boundaries  in  a 
deed,  so  that  it  would  appear  to  convey  but  a  part  of  the  land  con- 
veyed in  the  original  deed,  the  record  would  be  good  only,  and 
considered  as  notice  only  of  a  conveyance  of  so  much  as  appeared 
on  the   record  to  be  conveyed.     In  the  case  of  Beckman  vs. 
Frost  18  Johns.  544,  the  registry  of  a  mortgage  of  3000  as  a 
mortgage  of  300  was  considered  as  notice  only  of  an  incumbrance 
for  the  sum  stated  in  the  record.     In  such  cases,  the  purchaser 
|jnay  be  wholly  free  from  fault  or  negligence.     He  may  deliver  his* 
I  deed  to  the  proper  officer  and  it  may  be  returned  to  him  as  record- 
led,  but  through  accident  or  design  it  is  not  truly  recorded.     Sub- 
sequent purchasers  or  creditors,  having  no  other  means  of  knowl- 
.  edge  of  the  contents  of  the  deed  than  by  resorting  to  the  records, 
I  cannot  be  considered  as  having  nouce  of  dny  other  conveyance 
than  such  as  appeared  on  record. 

The  object  of  recording,  as  has  already  been  noticed^  is  for  the 
purpose  of  notice  to  after  purchasers  and  creditors.  In  consider- 
ing what  is  necessary  to  complete  a  record,  it  will  not  answer  [tO: 
say  that  the  record  may  be  so  made  as  entirely  to  defeat  the  ob- 
ject for  which  it  was  designed.  The  purchaser  may  fairly  deliver 
his  deed  to  the  town  clerk.  The  clerk  may  return  it  to  him  with 
a  regular  certificate  that  it  has  been  recorded;  and  if  be  does  noth- 
ing more ;  if  he  does  not  record  it  in  fact,  there  is  no  actual  or, 
constructive  notice  to  purchasers  of  the  existence  of  such  deed. 
The  clerk  is  guilty  of  fraud,  and  the  person  who  left  the'  deed, 
for  record  is  deceived;  still  his  deed  is  not  recorded  and  no  title, 
passes  thereby,  except  as  against  the  grantor  and  his  heirs.  In 
such  a  case  there  can  be  no  doubt  thai  the  purchaser  will  lose   his 
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liik  tfaiough  Ibe  ftuh  or  ftand  of  the  umu  deik.  In  spplying  j{2J^' 
tlMiie  prkxApies  to  tii0  csdd  asder  oodsickfitioB^  we  eaufiol  hesi-  mw. 
me  m  tajring  fhttt  tfae  mortgage  deed  of  the  defendam  hts  aot  **'^.**  ■** 
heen  recorded,  aad  tb&t  tfae  tk;t  of  Ihe  tow^  clerk  was  aa  wboSy 
iooperative  as  if  be  bad  written  tbis  deed  oa  a  date,  or  copied  it 
ioie  bis  ^U7  record.  Tbe  duty  of  tbe  cterk  was  plain,  lo  re- 
eoid  dkis  deed  in  the  book  wbere  he  was  then  tetotiiog  other 
ioeds;  anditseeaisthaf  he  bad  then  recorded  as  fitr  as  the  fifth  vol- 
mne  or  more*  Book  9,  iji  which  thb  deed  wa»  recorded,  was  not 
tbe  book  for  recording  deeds  at  that  finie,  and  bad  cea^d  lo  be  so 
for  more  than  twdre  years.  It  was  a  boc&  of  records  full  end 
eompleted,  and  not  a  book  in<wbich  deeds  were  thereafter  to  be 
placed.  Such  a  rd^ord  as  was  attempted  by  die  town  clerk  Wn 
Bol,  and  it  was  deigned  that  it  shoaki  not  be  any  notice  to  tbe 
oeditors  of  Cyrus  Adams,  and  was  as  palpable  a  fraud  and  as  gAMs 
a  deception  as  was  ever  attempted  by  any  man  in  a  public  office. 
Hie  deed  was  not  recorded  in  a  book  4ept  for  that  pu^iose,^  and 
aodoabtedly  was  kept  from  the  alphabet  fer  tbe  rery  porpose  of 
deception  and  concealment.  We  cannot  consider  that  tbis  deed 
ivas  reoorded  according  to  the  letter  or  spirit  of  oar  constitution  and 
kws  npon  that  subject ;  and  unless  we  admit  that  a  deed  may  be 
noorded  in  any  place,  wbere  the  town  clerk  may  choose  for  the 
parpose  of  conoealitoentand  not  br  notice,  and  winch  be  aoay  calF 
the  records  of  a  town,  \^e  must  treat  this  record  as  a  niere  nullity. 
A  variety  of  new  cases  bare  been  supposed  in  argument,  in  which 
I  town  derk  might  literally  perform  the  duty  and  yet  render  his 
act  wfaoOy  ineffectual.  We  cannot  say,  bow  ingenious,  or  corrupt  # 
and  fraudulent  poUic  officers  may  be  in  evading  tbe  laws  ;  nor  are  1 
we  to  suppose  that  cases  may  exist  more  flagrant  than  the  one  tin-  \ 
in  eoosideration.  In  one  of  the  cases  supposed,  of  the  clerk  re-  '* 
ooiding  a  deed  and  immediately  gluing  two  leaves  together,  or  cut- 
tii^  out  the  one  containing  the  record,  it  may  not  perhaps  be  ma- 
tiriai  to  enquire  what  would  be  the  effect  of  sucb  an  act.  Tbe 
same  tfaiog  might  be  done  by  any  other  person.  Either  of  thenft 
m  sooh  a  case  would  be  guilty  of  forgery  and  exposed  to  the  pen- 
aky  of  the  kw  iberefer.  If  tbe  deed  was  actually  recorded  and 
the  duty  enjoined  by  law  done  and  performed,  it  is  not  necessary 
to  dedare  what  woiild  be  the  eSdci  of  such  after  proceednigs ;  but 
I  can  say  far  myself  that,  if  I  believed  tbe  town  clerk  recorded 
tbe  deed,  baying  at  the  time  the  intention  to  cut  it  out  or  effiioe  it 
aa  soon  as  reoorded,  and  did  so  cat  it  out  or  office  it,  I  {should  be 
hich  to  say  that  such  a  deed  bad  ever  been  recorded.     In  the  case 
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^^TM*^     supposed^  of  his  keeping  weekly  books  b  which  he  tetorieS  socb 

laae,  '     deeds  as  he  chose^  if  it  was  done  for  no  justifiable  reason  or  exctu^e, 

Sawyj*  et  ai.  [,uj  fo^  tjj^  purpose  of  oonoealment  and  fraud,  it  would  not  and 
AdABM.     ought  not  for  a  moment  to  be  considered  as  a  cbmpfi&nce  with  the 
statute. 

The  result  to  which  we  come  is,  that  the  mortgage  deed  has 
not  been  recorded ;  and  we  do  this  withiess  reluctance,  as  the  de- 
fendant has  a  clear  and  undoubted  remedy  against  the  town  derk 
and  against  the  town,  if  he  has  not  been  in  any  way  a  party,  or 
consenting  to  the  fraudulent  act  of  the  town  clerk.  Tht  remedjr 
of  the  plaintiffs,  in  the  event  of  a  decision  the  o^^er  way,  isnot^to 
clear.  Indeed,  if  the  mortgage  of  the  defendant  had  been  recor- 
ded, they  had  constructive  notice,  and  prbceeded  with  knowledge 
of  the  existence  of  the  deed,  and  probably  could  havefnoreriicfdy. 
The  judgment  of  the  county  court  is  t^vetsed  and  new  trial 
granted. 

Phiclps,  J.,  dUstniing '-^Th^t  the  proceedings  of  the  town 
clerk  in  this  instance  were  grossly  culpable  and  illegal,  is  conceded 
on  all  hands.  That  he  was  guilty  of  a  flagrant  breach  of  o^Glcial 
duty,  is  equally  clear.  And  it  is  further  conceded,  that  the  ten- 
dency, as  well  as  intept,  of  this  breach  of  duty  was  to  defeat  the 
main  purpose  of  the  law,  which  requires  deeds  to  be  recorded. 
But  the  question  for  our  consideration  is,  not  whether  such  irregu- 
larity, with  the  fraudulent  piurpose  attributed  to  the  officer,  is  to  re- 
ceive the  sanction  of  courts  of  justice,  but  it  is,  what  are  the  par- 
ticular legal  consequences  of  this  official  misconduct ;  who  is  to  be 
^considered  as  the  party  primarily  injured,  and  who  is  entitled  to 
a  remedy  against  the  officer,  or  those  responsible  for  him. 

If,  on  the  one  hand,  we  hold  that  the  deed  in  this  instance  was 
•  not  duly  recorded,  or  in  a  legal  sense  not  recorded  at  all,  the  con- 
sequence is,  that  the  town  clerk  is  liable  to  the  defendant  for  bis 
default.  If,  on  the  other  hand,  we  hold  that  the  deed  was  recor- 
ded, and  the  requirement  of  the  statute  of  conveyances  satisfied, 
then,  if  the  plaintiffs  have  been  injured,  by  what  may  be  well  de- 
nominated a  fraudulent  concealment  of  this  record,  they  have  their 
remedy,  in  like  manner,  against  both  the  town  clerk  and  the  town 
which  appointed  him. 

An  attempt  has  indeed  been  made  to  distinguish  between  the  two 
suppositions.     But  if  the  town  clerk  be  responsible  at  all,  for  of- 
6c\bI  misconduct  to  the  party  iqured,  it  would  be  difficult',  I'  ap- 
prehend, to  distinguish  between  the  case  of  a  purchaser,  whose 
deed  he  had  neglected  to  record,  and  a  purchaser,  from  whom  the 
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eMieqoe  of  a  prior  recorded  coaFeyance  bad  been  fraudulently    ^T^^* 
oopcealed.     It  is  the  duty  of  the  town  clerks  not  only  to  record  all       ws^ 
deads  poramitted  to  bis  bands  for  that  purpose,  but  when  recorded  s*«7«J|^«*  *»• 
to  show  that  record  to  uiy-  person  who  may  desire  information  on      a^mm. 
the  subject.     A  fraudulent  concealment  of  such  record,  by  which 
a.poictoer  is  doceiired  and   injured,  is  most  clearly  an  official  de- 
ftialt,  for  which  an  action  will  lie.     It  is  tnie,  that  the  remedy  of  the 
plaiQtifl^in  this  instuice,  might  not  be  so  clear,  because  there  is 
itroDg  reason  to  aspect  liiat  the  attachment  and  levy  were  a  mat- 
ter.of  ex{mment,.des^gaed  to  secure  a  hopeless  debt  by  super- 
Qf^iqg  the  defendapts  mortgage.    If  such  be  the  case,  the  plain- 
tii^  remedy  againat  the  town  deck  would  indeed  be  doubtful,  for 
Jim  boBt  of  all  veaaons,  to  witj  the  absolute  want  of  all  equitable 
fauidatiDn  for  it< 

A  QODciae  view  of  the  dkities  of  the  town  clerk  will  show,  not 
only  that  either  of  these  parties  might  have  a  remedy  against  him, 
ieeording  as  our  decision  may  be,  but  will  also  show  that  those  du- 
ties so '&r  as  they  are  due  to  individuals,  and  can  be  made  the  ba- 
sis of  a  remedy  by  suit,  are  of  a  two-fold  character. 

T1iose*duties  are  pointed  out  in  the  act  relating  to  town  meetings 
and  town  officers. — Rev.  Laws  p.  408.  Section  520  provides, 
''  That  a  book  or  t)ooks,  w  ith  an  index  or  alphabet  to  the  same, 
suitable  ibr  registering  deeds,  &c.,  shall  be  kept  in  each  town  in 
this  state."  This  part  of  the  officer's  duty  concerns  the  public 
akwe..  **  And  it  is  hereby  made  the  duty  of  the  town  clerk,  or 
FQ^er,  truly  to  record  all  deeds  and  conveyance,  &c.,  when  Cy 
Mw  i^  becomes  necessary."  Here  is  a  duty  to  the  party  whose 
deed  the  law  requires  to  be  recorded,  and  it  is  clear  that,  for  a  de* 
fault  in  this  respect^  he  is  the  only  party  who  can  seek  a  remedy. 

The  same  section  provides  further,  that  "  if  any  clerk  shall  neg-  • 
lect  or  refuse  to  record  any  deed,  or  conveyance  delivered  to  him 
to  record  as  aforesaid,"  (this  has  reference  to  the  person  whose 
t^  is  evidenced  by  the  deed)  '^  or  shall  refuse  to  give  any  copy 
of  any.  record,  in  his  possession,  or  shall,  on  proper  request,  refuse 
lo  show  any  record,  or  file,  in  his  office,  the  clerk  so  neglecting,  or 
refiisiogi  shall  forfeit  and  pay,"  &cc.  "  And  shall  also  be  liable  for 
ail  damages  to  the  party  injured,  to  be  recovered,"  &c. 

What  is  here  said,  as  to  giving  copies  and  showing  his  record, 

has  reference,  not  to  the  party  whose  deed  may  be  recorded,  but 

to  othea,wbo  only  can,  from  th^  nature  of  the  case,  be  the  party 

iojuced. 

,  By.  the  act  of  Nov.   1816,  sec.  2,  the  several  towns  are  made 
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^^^1^^    V«Ue«o;iMk#|)oodattdiiili«i8«w}iieii«b 
JtfST^    <ir iwKWi by «aac» of  Itoiw^apt or dtfM  Una  cktk 

*^  Our  whde  ^«teii>  tbm  an  ibi9  subjeel  i»  hrieftjr  cbii.    Tbe  hv, 

•8  «.  Qiatt#r  of  oQpyenieiNtcMwd  «ipeABne]F»  jrtviirai  dlMiiirytii- 
om^^mti  Q^tito  to  be  faoonlad  ia  Demto  Mbwi  thus.  iMbU^g 
%  Dl^ee  tawbipb  nil  parmif  m^  resort  to  eMeiteio  Ifce  Bt«l^  of  iha 
ttfle.  And  Ae  o^eot  ef  tfaie  is  19  give  npiioe  «Qt  to  tbe  {Hurtieeto 
^  tbe  eoeveyaeoe»  bi^  to  straogecsw  But  iomlMr  toisenry  tbis  pd* 
V  i^y  '^^  effiiet,  it  become*  o^essary  to  compel  tbe  gnli»lee  to  get 
bis  deed  mcorded,  epd.  tbis  is  dpne.  by  lendering^  deed  Ipepeie- 
tive  agaiittt  smegpis,  upless  it  be  recorded*  Ao  ^cer  is  ep- 
poipted  i^^eech  UMfn  for  tbis  purposei  whose  doty  it  ifl^  to  leeeid 
all  coDveyaDces,  and,  to  secive  the  party  whose  dsed  ta  aoquiied 
tp  be  reoordedi  the  iowa  eleik  is  nMMle  liable  tp  him,  if  be.otgfect 
tf>  record  any  deedi  and  tbe  parQr  is  ii^yured.  Wbe»  tbe  deed  ia 
fiscorded.  die  title  is  perfeoted,  the  Iowa  <4eric  hs9  dMbaiged  bis 
duty  to  die  party  to  the  .4x>eveyaiicet  who  baa  no  fiirtber  irteitwt 
in  the  official  dudes  of  tbe  town  clerk.  .  But  tbe  olgeet.  ef .  tbe 
law  is  not  yet  att^ed.  That  ol^iact  is  to  give  ncttpiiety  a^d  ppb- 
licity  to  the  conveyance,  and  to  enable  otheis  to  ascertain  .t^/i^ite 
of  tbe  title ;  aad^  for  tbis  pi^pose,  tbe  ^n  cleidc  is  leqidfed^  pot 
oi|ly  to.t^ve  copies,  but  to sobjsct  his  secord  to  the  inspnotioD  of 
^very  peispi^  and  all  peraoos,  who  shall  have  ocefmia  to  fuwvuae 
it.  He  is  fptyected  in  case  of  refiisal,  not  only  to  %  <fiiaal^j  hm 
to  all  dasRages  to  tbe  paity  i^gpEieTed.  Now  who  is  tbe  pe<ty  tog- 
grieved  in  this  case  ?  JAost4^1e&r4y,  not  the  party  whose  deed^is 
recorded,  but  tbe  person  who  desires  a  copyi  or  wishes  |o  emnipe 
the  dde^  .  >.' 

'  lo  this*  view  of  the  subject,  it  is  obvious  thai  the  deiladMS  aep* 
eiate  and  dBsdnet  duties  to  perform.  A  duty  on  tbe  oneihaMd  to 
tbe  person  wbpae  deed  be  i8reqoiiedtoiecord»aBd,adotjroiith0 
odiec  band  to  the  peraon  wfao  finds  it  neceamy  to  inspect  dM  «^ 
ttNL  These  are  aeptrafte  and  distinct.  One  may  be  Uly  dis* 
cbaifed  end  the  other  not ;  and  if  tbe  fisst  be  disobaiged  and  ibe 
fig^  fif .  the  party  once  established,  thoae  rigbta  can  not  be  aflhot- 
ad  by  %  failure  in  jdia  other  bj  wbich  a  diird  pcrsoAmay  heinjmed 
or  defrauded. 

.  It  Ja  ob^rioiis  lhe«  that  e  deed  amy  be  u^  leeorded  as  to  aatisiy 
tte  jreqiiiBeampt  of  tbe  statute  of  eoeveyeooes,  and  stilly  thaoegh 
the  de&ult  or  misconduct  of  the  town  deck,  the  great  purpoae  of 
Ihejaw  my  eot  be  folfiUed>    The  iepstoture  so  uodersiood  it,  and 
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ktm  pmvkM  MV^idiagtf <»    TiMjr  did  «ot  supfme  tiMf  if  fiiU  in-    ^'^''' 
waft  not  givm^  to  4U  9I10  might  he  iatei^ted,  the  (Me        v^' 


wdiM  necaasarily  be  iowlid.    They  have  assumed  that  it  wopld  **'*JJ'***** 
beocberwia#,  «pid  have  proiSdad  abemedy  for  the  party  injered. 

Whm  tberofofetheeoort  hatpe  established  the  poaition,  that,  io 
fbia<iMaaee,tbe  aiaio  purpose  of  the  law  has  aot  bees  anawered, 
Ihat  the  deaiied  iofonnatioBi  or  the  requisite  faoilities  for  infoniMt- 
doB  bato  <iot  heenliinibhed,  they  have  established  00  more 
tiia^  what  was  coMeded  in  the  outlet,  lliey  hare  arrived  at  the 
fMoiae  point  wheneetfaey  started,  hot  have  not  advanced  a  step 
Mi  aids  o  deoisioii  of  lbs  ijuestfon  befare  us. 
•  Thai  question  is  this;  Hiere  has  been  gross  miseonduct  in  the 
ofieer.  In  eonsequenee,  tbelaw  has  not  been  carried  into  eflbet, 
in  Htf  spirit  add  intent.  Tlirough  that  miacondnct,  the  great  pur- 
pope  of  the  \$m  aaiay  not  have  been  answered.  Third  pecsmis 
vmf  hxm  been  deceived  in  relation  to  theestate  in  question.  Now 
ii  that  ntisetaduct  of  a  character  which  neceesarriy  vitiates  the  de- 
teiant'a  tide,  tinder  hk  deed,  or  is  it  soch,  as  merely  subjects  the 
towv  oMi  to  damages  at  the  suit  of  the  party  injured  ?  In  one 
aabo  «nr  decMon  most  be  forike  ptaintiff,  tn  the  other  for  the  de- 


la  my  judgment  it  is  a  case  of  the  latter  kind.  The  defondant 
deponted  his  deed  with  the  town  cleik  for  recofd.  It  is  recorded  at 
ie*g;lli,  end  troly.  It  is  reoerded  in  the  book,  or  one  of  the  books, 
whicb  constitute  the  record  of  the  titles  to  landi  in  the  town. 
There  it  lies,  sule  by  side,  with  other  conveyances,  upon  the  tome 
lanvoa,  and  within  die  saihe  cover,  and  nmy  be  read  by  any  per- 
son, who  will  open  the  book,  at  the  right  place  ;  and  he  could 
read  no  other,  which  is  there  recorded,  if  he  did  not.  It  is  a  part 
ef  dma  leoord  now,  and  will- remain  so  while  the  record  itself  shall 
1M«  Whetre  then  is  the  difficidty  1  Why,  there  is  an  anachran- 
iaoLia  die  joeerd.  The  deed  is  recorded  with  others  ef  a.  more 
:  date,  and  not  in  juxtaposition  with  oihen  of  a  eotempora- 
^dale.  Whatthen.  b  it  not  nevestheless  a  part  of  the  rep* 
erd  i.  ?Can  any  disdnetion  be  taken  between  this  leaf  and  the  pre- 
mdkti^}  It  18  the  batHcUaf.  Well,  if  it  be  iio(  a  part  ef  the 
aaeofd,  tethal  reason,  tear  it  out,  and  let  the  next,  end  the  next, 
in  aueceasioe,  he  obliterated  or  expunged,  for  the  same  reason. 

Butihe  deed  is  so  placed,  in  rdation  to  odiers  ef  a  eolempoca* 
iseewa  dale^  that  a  person,  examining  the  record,  in  the  iistial  osan* 
aer  of  a  partial  exammation  merely,  would  not  probably  disoover 
it ;  and  this  with  a  dengn,  on  the  part  of  the  town  derk,  that  it 


Digitized  by  VjOOQ IC 


182  CASJBS  IN  THE  6UPBGME  <;^URT 

^LAND,  should  escape  obseiscaliaB.  This  is  tb&  wbole  coiaptwt,  .  But  io 
1886.  the  first  place^  I  do  not  sea  bow  the  frauduleiit  puipos^  «i;  iii|t£nt 
^^^nr.^^  *^  ^^  ^'^^  officer,  should  affect  the  question  whether  the  deed  -be  te-* 
corded  or  not.  It  is  there,  io<  the  book)  apd  can  be^ibuod  417,907 
person,  wbo^will  exantine  the  wfaole  record.  h\»  inlmated  tint 
a  fraudulent  act  is  a  void  act,  and  with  this  view  tbk  is  oaUed  » 
fraudulent  recording.  But  it  is  irapeissible  to  pvedicate  fraud  of 
the  mere  act  of  recording.  The  fraud,  if  apy^iiHist  eonsiiiia  tbe 
transposition  of  the  record,  for  th^  purpose  sof  ceneealnient.  AikI 
if  tbere  be  fraud  in  the  measure. adopted,  to 'prevent  ibosQ  exiUBe- 
ining  the  record  from  discovering  the  dfied^  it^ia  beyood  my  oom- 
prehension  to  understaftd  how  the  coaxia,  Ihat  afrAudident  eoteis 
a  void  act,  cao  apply. 

In  the  next  place,  1  aduitt,  diet  the  frauduLest  purftose  d'-ibe 
town  clierk  would  subject  bim  to  an  aotioD,  at  tke  scttt  of-  any  mk 
jitred  party,  but  I  can  not  conceivo  how  any  audi  meiisufia'  should 
aflect  the  validity  of  the  title,  Suppose: the  plainfifB Jo  this  t»se 
had  exaqained  the  reoovd,  before  makmg  their  utteohiaent,  and  bad 
discovered  the  record  of  the  deed  in  question ;  are  we  prepMred  to 
hold  the  record  void,  and  tbe  title  effective,  aioiply.  boeaase  lbe» 
town  clerk  did  not  intend  tbey  should  discover  it  ?  Or  suppoee 
another  creditor  bad  done  90,  riioold  wehcM  the  title  good -as:  to 
bim  and  void  as  against  the  plaintiffi  ?  Yet  our  deciabn  isairiefr 
with  it  th«t  consequence.  Nor  can  we  avoid  that  consequence,  by 
tbe  suggestion,  that  tbe  plaintiflb  would,  in  that  case,  have  aotiDe 
of  the  deed)  wbiob  we  all  understand  is  equivalent  to  its  being  re- 
corded. By  the  very  suppontion,  tbe  piaintiffi  mold  derive  on* 
tice  from  tbe  record  alone.  j     . 

Now  if  the  record  be  a  nnUity ,  bow  can  it  operate  aaxmase  to  taiy 
one  ?  And  if  it  be  held  good,  as  to  all  who  might"  actoaily  have 
loKiwledge  of  it,  the  controversy  is  at  an  ead,  it  is  not  void ;  and  it 
wouM  be  absurd  to  bold  it  bad,  because  otbeis  might  not  dJsmMntt.^ 
It  is  very  clear  that  if  a  record  of  a  d<^ed  k-  illegal  and  void* 
kanwledge  of  such  veid  record  is  not  legal  nofkse  of  the  tttartencer 
of  tbe  original  deed.  If  then  we  bold  this  record  to  be  void,  we> 
muat  also  hold  h  ineffectual,  'although  tbe  particular  deed  dnis- 
spraad  upon  the  record,  may  have  been  exhibited  atid  apedflcal- 
ly  pointed  out  to  the  pltintiffi  before  they  made  tbeir  attachment. 
The  absurdity  of  such  a  de^Msion  is  most  glaring,  wben  we  oennd- 
er,  tbat  tbe  gifst  of  tbe  compkint  in  the  caae  is  the  sappoeed  at- 
tempt at  concealment. 
From  the  very  nature  of  the  supposed  fraud,  therefore,  it  would 
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not;  it?  my  ^gMent;  operate  ft)  ttToid  tlttf  defendant's  title;  but    Rutland, 
flii^  srt>ject  tHe^iown  ckrrk  to  ^mage^,  if  the  plaintiias  were  ac-       ibm^* 

rually   ilifBrtd*   '  Sawyer  ot  al. 

I  c9ii'«oe  ik<y  eqtiity  in  the  jpiabtiffi'  ease.  Tbey  $eek  to  set  A<hmt. 
wMb  the  Mbbdaot'ts  mektgage,  vrhd  is  a  buma  fide  creditor,  har« 
ing  a  prior  speciific  JFrnor  on  the  property  m  question,  and  this, 
»fflp)y  upon  the  •  ground  of  the  irregularity  in  the  record  of 
ibBmotig^.  How  are  they  afiected  by  that  irregularity?  If 
tbey  exatntnedthe  record,  and  there  found  the  defendant's  mort« 
gage,  how  are  they  injured  ?  Was  it  of  any  consequence  to  them, 
wbcrtber  it  was  found  on^ne  page  or  another?  If  they  did  not 
examine,  but  attached  at  ranckmi,  as  is  generally  done  where  a 
debtor  becomes  notoriously  insolvent,  of  what  moment  is  it,  wheth-- 
er  tbey  oould  bave  diacorered  tbia  mortgage  with  greater  or  less 
factli^,  if  they  had  searofaed  for  it.  If  they  did  examine,  and 
were  mirfedby  tbe^utof  the  town  clerk,  they  have' their  remedy 
agsinst  him*.  Upon  this  poist,  I  may  add,  that  the  statute  above 
eicedy  wbiich  subjects  the  town  olerk  to  damages,  for  refusing  to 
sbo«r  anyeecord  or  file  in  bia  office,  is,  so  far  as  it  gives  a  remedy 
t»  the  party  aggrieved,  a  remedial  statute,  and  as  such  is  to  be  con- 
ncoed  liberally.  A  fratidule&t  conceaiment  of  a  record  would  un- 
qoeatioMUy  be^onsideied  within  the  spirit  of  the  law,  and  equiv* 
dent  to  a  lefiisal  to  show  iu  Indeed  if  there  were  doobt  'on  tbia 
pointy  tfaeae  can  be  none  that  an  action  would  lie  at  common  law, 
iodapendendy  of  the  statute. 

If  theMfix^the  plaintiffi  are  entitled  to  recover,  it  must  beiipon 
the  ground  of  strict  law,  and  upon  die  ground  that  the  defendants 
title  under  his  mortgage  is  defective,  for  want  of  recording. 

Has  tfae  mostgage  been  recorded,  agreeably  to  the  requirement 
of  the  ataittte  of  conveyances  ? 

On  this  pdnt  I  premisft»  thai  the  case  of  misHPecording  a  deed, 
is  nllogelber  diffident  from  the  one  under  constderatioor  Thu9,  in 
thtt^cBm.of  Bukmanvn., Frost,  18  John.  &44.  a  mortgage  for 
^aoim.was  recorded  as  a  mortgage  for  $300.  The  record  was 
held  to  be  nettceonly  x>f  a  mortgage  for  the  smaller  sum*  This 
4am3ioD  necessarily  grew  out  of  tbe  very  principle  of  %he  reoord- 
ing.  tyoleiQ.  \  If  ^  purchaser  oould  not  rely  on  tbe  Veoordi  tbp 
recocd  waa  worae  than  useless ;  it.was:  a  tneansof  deception.  BtK 
howdpes^tbQ  piinciple  of  that  case  bear  upon  tbe  question  before 
ua2  in.supb  a  aosoy  I  adoutrtbe  town  de^rk  wouM  be  liable  to  the 
mortgagee  because  he  had  net  discharged  his  duty  to  bim>  in  not 
rerarding  bia  mortgage  correctly^    But  does  it  follow  that  sech 
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Rj^wtj,     #ould  be  the  case,  if  the  morigAgdM^ere  truly  t^orded,  W  A« 
1836 7\    town  clerk  had  deceived  a  did^^equetrt  purdbase^,  hf  soppreaaibg  <^ 
Stwyerett).   concealing  the  record  ? 

By  the  36tb  section  of  oar  Constitution,  it  is  provided,  that'  *^all 
deeds  and  'conveyances  of  land,  shall  be  I'eeorded  in  the  towit 
clerk's  ofllee  in  their  respective  towns,  and,  for  want  thereof,' in  th^ 
county  clerk's  office  of  the  same  county." 

By  the  5th  section  of  the  act  relating  to  conveycfnced,  (Rev. 
Laws  p.  167,)  it  is  requiretf,  that  deeds  of  lands  be  **  recorded  af 
length  in  the  clerk's  office  of  the  town,  in  which  such  lands  be. 
Ke."  These  two  provisions  contain  the  wh6le  law  which  requires  a 
recording  of  the  deed  in  question,  and,  in  connexbn  with  the  stat- 
utes before  cited,  relating  to  the  duty  of  town  clerks/  All  the  statu- 
rory  provision  bearing  upon  the  question  under  diacussion.  All' 
that  is  here  required  is,  that  the  deed  shall  be  recorded  a(  lengtli 
in  the  town  clerk's  office.  I  find  nothing  here,  as  to  the  order  in 
which  deeds  shall  be  recorded,  whether  in  the  fexact  order  in  Which 
they  niay  be  received,  nor  do  I  find  any  direction,  as  to  h6w  mkny 
bodks  shall  be  used  at  a  thne.  Nor  is  there  any  restriction  as  to 
recording  any  particular  deed,  in  the  booflc,  in  which  the  derkniay^ 
then  be  recording  other  deeds.  Every  thing  concemmg  the  sy^ 
tematic  arrangement  of  the  recorcb,  with  a  view  t6  convenli^nce  df 
refer^nee,  is  Icfft  to  the  discretion  of  the  officer,  under  the  stoctioo 
ef  Vis  official  responsibility. 

I  admit  that  the  deed  must  be  recorded  at  lengfli,  in  a  book, 
which  Is  already,  or  which  becomes  upon  the  recording  of  the  deed, 
legally  a  part  of  the  record  of  land  titles  in  the  town.  But  wfate 
this  is  done,  I  hold  the  title  to  be  perfected.  I  cad  tiot  admit  tbat 
the  town  clerk  is  thereafter  to  be  regarded  as  the  ageotoftfae  par- 
ty, whose  deed  is  recorded,  for  the  purpose  of  giviiig  notice  of  tlMf ' 
the  deed,  nor  that  the  party  is  responsible  for  the*  officer's  tidbgs. 
Hence,  if  the  town  clerk  should  afterwards  oUttenttf,  ctecttire^^or 
even  tear  out  the  record,  it  would  not,  in  my  apprdfaenskm,  defeattl(^ 
titl^.  It  is  said  that  this  would  subject  the  party  to  the  pemdty  tff 
forgery.  What  then?  Would  the  title  be  aflSK^tf?  Siippoer 
the  clefk^Axnild  destroy  btft  aFphabet,  wfafefa  wouM  rtefbderif  BeK5«V' 
sary  to  examine  the  whole  record  in  course,  could  k  be  slM^iat' 
the  record  would  be  rendered  null  and  the  tides  defeated  ?  ^ 

It  k  said  that  the  town  clerk  sbonld  hav^A  recorded  this  deed^  Hi 
fbe  book  in  which  he  was  then  recording  other  deedi.  I  ildmit  the 
propriety  of  this  rule,  as  directory  merely ;  btft  [I  ^n  not  agree, 
that,  if  bis  book  be  foil,  and  a  new  one  proeured,  the  first  deed 
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rfmfd  woiuld  depend  upoo  the  suhsefoem  fece^ag  of  otber  de^  1SS£^ 
ID  tbe  nme  book.  Cases  indeed  may,  and  ba^e  occurred,  where  s^l^"^^! 
a  bo^ok  fa|»:beeii  laid  bjr,  .andaftermrds  resumed ;  yet  it  never 
wi^  ^ufpectedi  that  si^cb.  a  proceeding  vitiated  the  record.  !(  ap* 
pears  to.  a)e^  that  if  tbe  book  be  appropriated  to  the  HPrpose  of 
lecording  deeds  and  no  otber,  that  it  may  legally  be  used  &«;.  tbi^t 
piirppse,  so  l<Hig  as  a  space  is  left  to  be  occupied ;  and  I  do  not 
understand  what  is  mea^t,  when  it  is  said,  that  it  is  not  a  book 
k^pf  ibr  that  purpose.  Suppose  a  book  is  in,  us^,  but  the  town 
c|erkj  not  likiilg  the  sbape,,or  the  qMality  of  the  piyper,  ceases  to 
record  in  if,  and  procures  ^nether;  a  subsequent  clerk,  not  so  6s- 
tidions,  rfsumes  thji  old  bpok  and  fills  it ;  now  is.  the  first  deed 
tkoe  record^  in  the  o)d  boo4  duly  recorded  ?  If  not  so  origiDaily, 
wbeQjdoes  \%  become  so? ,  How  many  deeds. must  be  thus  record- 
ed to.  give  tbe  proceeding  validity  ?   . 

Th^  pt^ection  in  this  case  resplves  itself  into  thi$.  The  order 
of  ^me.wafs  not  observed.  Does  this  vitiate  the  regord  ?  I  ap* 
prebend  pot.  It  might  deceive  a  person  examiqing  the.  record,  and. 
itmiglit  not,,  and  it  is  for  this  reason,  diat  I  hold  tbe  record  suf- 
ficient to  .give  e£kct  to  the  deed,  leaving  it  to  the  penoo  whp  m%y . 
he  n>is^»  .to  aoek  bis  remedy, 

I  luive  already  remarked,  that,  in  my  opinion,  a  deed  may  be  so , 
recorded,  as  to  give  full  efi^t  to  it,  and  yet  the  great  object  of  the . 
staUH^f  the  giving  notice  to  third  persons,  may  be  defeated,  as  res- 
pects particular  persons ;  and  that, the  remedy  for  the  person .  de-, 
ceive^  ie  hf  actijon  against  the  town  clerk,  and  not  by  avoiding  ^e 
tqh^  I-x^onaider  this  a  case  ol  that  description,  because  the  irreg- 
ukriiy  cemplfiified  of  does  not  necessarily  defeat  the  object  of  tb^; 
iaiR-  Whet^r  tbftt,  purpose  is  answered  or  not,  in  any  parti^nilar 
caae^^p^ds  altogether  upon  tbe  degreaof  vigilence  in  the  peraoo 
i^ipeotiiig  the  record.  He  xnigbt  discover  it  and  he  might  not.  It 
will  oQiido  to  say  that  this  record  could  not  be  found,  beci|U8e  it 
oeiddn^t  be  found  with  ttie  same  facility,  as  if  the  proper  order, 
of  w^ffoi^mg  bad  been  observed.  .  It  appears  to  me  that  iheiallacy. 
of  the  al^;l.lBM^P'^  adopted  by  the  court,  consists  in  not  observing 
thftdjgtiootiiHtj  obviously  created  by  the  statute,  betvy^^en  the  duty 
which  tbe  town  clerk  owes  to  the  person,  whose  deed  be  records, 
and  hia  duty  to  others ;  and  in  considering  the  grantee  responsible 
for  the  ipsGonduct  of  ^be  clerk,  in  regard  to  subsequept  purcbaserft. 

Iilo,net  contend,  that  the  certificate  of  tbe  clerk,  tbat  a  deed  is 
recorded,  which  is  not  in  (act  so^  is  of  any  avail ;  hut  I  dei  not  seig 
24 
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how  it  foHows^  from  this  concession,  that,  if  the  d^  be  actodlf 
recorded,  the  record  is  nuTI,  simply  because  it  can  not  be  found 
with  the  usual  facility.  Nor  can  I  conceive  how  it  is  made  'out^ 
ihat  the  lecbrding  a  deed  in  a  book  exclusively  devoted  to  that  pur- 
pose, and  which  has  for  years  constituted  a  legitimate  portion  of 
the  town  record,  and  must  ever  remain  so,  is  equivalent  to  record- 
ing it  upon  a  slate,  or  femity  record,  which  can,  under  no  cireum- 
stances,  be  considered  a  part  of  the  record,  and  is'  never  lesorted 
to  for  such  purpose. 

In  short,  I  find  this  deed  recorded  at  length,  and  truly  recorded, 
in  the  office  of  the  town  clerk  under  the  direction  of  that  officer, 
and  in  a  book  appropriated  to  that  purpose,  and  no  other^  whieb  is 
to  every  purpose  and  in  the  strictest  sense  a  part  of  the  record  of 
the  titles  to  land  in  that  town,  a  book  to  which  all  concerned,  resort 
to  ascertain  those  titles,  a  book  kept  for  the  purpose  of  exhibiting 
those  titles  to  the  world,  and  I  may  add,  kept  for  the  purpose  of 
recorditig  deeds  in  the  discretion  of  the  clerk,  so  long  as  space  is 
left  in^it  to  be  occupied.  I  think  therefore,  that  the  statute  of  con- 
veyances is  complied  with. 

I  find,  indeed,  that  it  is  not  the  book  into  which  the  clerk,  at  the 
period  of  recording  this  deed  usually  transcribed  bb  deeds.  But  I 
do  not  deem  this  essential,  for  I  am  not  prepared  to  hold  thb  cir- 
cumstance, nor  the  fact  that  the  proper  order  of  recording,  was  not 
observed  to  be  fatal  to  the  party's  title,  which  can  not  be  made  to 
depend  upon  the  systematic  arrangement  of  the  record,  or  the  fa- 
cilities afforded  for  examination. 

I  find  further  from  the  case,  that  the  proper  order  of  recording 
was  disregalrded  by  the  officer  with  a  fraudulent  purpose,  and  that 
the  proceeding  is  objectionable  as  it  tends  to  c<mceal  the  deed  from 
those  interested  in  having  knowledge  of  it.  But,  I  consider  this 
as  a  breach  of  duty  in  the  keeper  of  the  public  records,  towards 
those  who  may  have  occasion  to  inspect  them—- and  this  fraudulent 
intent  and  fraudulent  tendency,  as  a  proper  subject  of  judrcial  con- 
sideration, only  in  the  contingency  that  some  person  is  injured  who 
seeks  compensation  for  the  injury.  If  they  have  injured  no  one,  I 
see  not  how  the  defendant's  title  can  be  vitiated  by  a  culpable  in- 
tent merely  in  a  public  officer,  or  an  abortive  attempt  to  defraud. 
I  feel  a  repugnance,  on  other  grounds,  to  deciding  this  case  for 
the  plaintiff.  Enough  appears,  to  show  satisfactorily  that  the  debt- 
or of  these  parties,  the  town  clerk,  must  be  wholly  insolvent.  If 
it  were  not  so,  this  controversy  would  not  have  arisen.  The  con- 
sequences of  our   decision    must  therefore  fall  upon  the  town. 
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Tbey  must  indemnify  the  defendant,  and  are  thus  made  respoosi-    ^T'*^^* 
ble  indirectly  lor  the  plaintiff's  debt.    New,  before  this  is  done,  J       We.^' 
wMi  to  know,  whether  the  plaintiffs  have  been  injured  by  the  ^^^y^j^****- 
misconduct  of  cbe  town  clerk.     Let  them  bring  their  suit,  and  let      ^daim 
it  be  made  to  appear  whether  they  inspected  the  records,  or  ap- 
plied CO  the  clerk  for  infocmatlon.     If  they  did  not,  bit  attached 
at  random,  then  they  are  not  injured,  and  have  no  cause  of  com-  / 

plaint.  If  they  did,  and  were  advised  of  the  mortgage,  and  of 
the  manner  in  which  it  was  recorded,  the  case  is  the  same,  and  the 
town  should  not  be  made  responsible.  If  they  applied  and  wei« 
misled,  let  them  show  it,  and  recover  for  what  tbey  have  suffered. 
But  ia  the  course  we  are  taking,  they  are  relieved  from  the  burthen 
of  this  proof.  We  set  aside  the  defendant's  mortgage,  upon  the 
ground,  that  the  plaintiffi  may  have  been  injured,  without  knowing 
whether  they  have  been  so  in  foct  or  not;  and  we  ^cast  it  upon  the 
town  to  indemnify  the  defendant,  without  giving  them  an  opportu- 
nity to  examine  and  contest  the  question,  whether  the  plaintifis,  for 
whose  benefit  this  is  done,  have  any  reason  to  complain,  either  of 
the  town,  or  its  agent. 

Entertaining  these  vrews,  I  have  thought  it  my  duty  to  express 
them,  and  1  do  so  the  more  readily,  as  I  am  authorized  by  our  as- 
sociate, who  is  now  absent,  ^Justice  Royce,)  to  say  that  he  con- 
cms  with  me,  in  the  opinion  I  have  expressed. 


Isaac  D.  Sweat  vs.  Peter  Hall*  jeumory, 

I8S6. 
A  promiwory  note,  exocutod  by  a  husband  "le  his  wife,  during  covevtvra,  k  — — 
void,  oudoan  not  be  onforced,  even  for  the  benefit,  and  in  the  name  of  a  third 
person,  io  whom  the  husband  has  afterwards  promised  to  pay  it. 

This  was  an  action  ort  note,  made  payaUe  to  Margaret  Hall  or 
bearer,  and  sued  in  the  name  of  Sweat  the  bearer.  The  note  in 
question  was  given,  to  take  up  a  note  given  originally  to  Margaret 
Hall,  the  wife  of  Peter  Hall ;  and  the  plaintiff  oflfered  evidence,,  ten- 
ding to  prove,  that  the  note  was  given  ftr  the  separate  and  individ- 
ual property  of  the  said  Margaret,  which  came  to  her  during  cover- 
ture— that  at  the  time  the  first  note  was  given,  the  defendant  e^^pres- 
sed  his  wish  and  intention  so  to  do  the  business,  that  the  said  Marga- 
ret would  have  the  entire  control  of  the  said  note,  and  that  h,e,  the 
defendant,  in  taking  the  property  for  which  said  note  was  given,  in- 
tended to  take  it  only  as  the  agent  of  said  Margaret.  The  defendant 
also  offered  evidence  tending  to  prove  that  at  the  time  of  making  the 
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]^«^*    secoadiioto  Ih  aubstitiitioii  of  die  fizst,  ttelbe  same  intanfiM  wat- 

1886.  *    expiwed  bjr  tbe  defendant    That  Margaret  Hall  bad  always  bad 

^'JJ^      tbe  keeping  of  tbe  note,  either  by  beiaelf  or  by  aome  friend.    That 

IHbH.       prior  to  the  deceaae  of  said  Margaret,  tbe  note  had  paned  into  the 

poaaeasion  of  and  became  tfia  pa[>perty  of  die  preaeot  plainliff; 

and  that  after  the  note  was  m  poaaemoa  of  tbe  phttntiff,  tbe  d*^^ 

fondant  promiaed  to  pay  tbe  aame  to  him,  wJbidi  piomiae  waa  made 

aft«r  the  death  of  the  said  Margaret.    This  endaoce  waa  rejee^ 

ed  by  die  court.    Whereupon  die  plabdff  became  non-euit  with 

ieate  to  move  in  tbe  supreme  oourt  thai  the  eame  be  eet  aaide.. 

It  appeared  that  when  both  tbe  notes  meBdooed  above  wetegiveDv 

the  said  Margaret  Hall  was  the  lawful  wife  of  the  defendant; 

Argymemi  farplainUff. — ^The  dbe  shows  that  tbe  property  > 
question  was  always  treated  by  tbe  husband  as  tbe  separate  prop- 
erty of  tbe  wife,  and  diat  she  intended  it  should  be  hers. 

^uity  will  protect  the  separate  property  of  the  wife.— Reeve's 
Domestic  Relations  p.  91. 

At  all  eyents,  the  husband  was  under  a  strict  moral  obligation  to 
permit  the  wife  to  have  the  entire  separate  control  and  use  of  diis 
property.  Under  such  circumstances  the  moral  obligadon  was  a 
sufficient  oonaderation  for  an  express  promise.— 4  Yt.  R.  572. 

Argmtentfor  de/eiufmt— The  defendant  insists  that  as  dw 
note  in  ques&m  was  executed  by  the  defendant  to  Mergaret  Ha^ 
th»  payee,  during  her  coverture  with  him,  it  was  absolutely  void. 
Tfait  a  fimt  during  her  coverture  has  no  will  of  her  own,  no 
pow«r  to  contr«(bt— D.  Chip.  R.  p.  900,  Ward  vs.  ihrrtU  and 
Wmd. 

8.  That  although  the  defendant  received  of  said  Mai;garet  the 
amount  of  saSd  note  ux  money  at  the  Ume  it  was  oeculed,  yel  >t|f 
virtue  of  bis  marriage  to  her,  the  money  was  bis  own ;  theie  vm^ 
tbeiefere  no  consideration  for  the  promise  dedared  oo.-*-Reev^9 
Domestic  Relations,  p.  1, 86,  88,  89. 

8.  That  tbe  defendant  has  a  right  to  make  any  defence  which  he 
could  have  made  if  the  action  had  been  in  the  name  of  Margaret 
Hall.— Stat  p.  144. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 
Phxlps*  J.— This  is  tbe  case  of  a  promissory  note,  executed 

by  a  husband  to  bis  wife,  during  coverture,  and  tbe  question  is, 

Is  it  valid  ? 
It  is  a  general  rule  that  husband  and  wife  are  incapable  of  con- 
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tmcCiDt  with  ettcb  olter  duriiig  eoverture,  and  we  are  not  aware  of  ^^j^ 
wj  case,  HI  wMeb  sueb  a  obdlraM  can  be  enforoed  at  law.  lese.. 


Thefe  are.  indeed,  eases  where  such  a  contract  woald  be  enfor-      s*«»^ 
ced  ia  equity,  aa  wbere  it  is  in  compliance  with  an  antenoptial       Hatt. 
Jbid  k  is  possible,  that;  efen  in  diis  case,  if  the  con- 
f  of  the  note  were  tbe  separate  property  of  Ae  wife,  tbat 
iliiiiOiiji  wouM  enferce  tbe  oootraet. 

B«t  at  Umy  tbe  personal  property  of  the  wife  rests  absolutely 
m  the  InsNud-upott  the  masA^  ;  and  no  contract,  made  during 
eoraitaea,  wduld  be  regariedj  except  so  far  as  it  might  resuh  firom 
an  MifM^pltel  agreement^  ftMeh  die  lew  would  recognise.  v 

As  agEMaMBt  made^  between  biisband  and  wife,  before  marriage, 
iriD  aometimes  be  eafoioed  after  the  corertuve  is  detevnuMd,  as 
vheie  tlie  oontnM^t  is  entered  into,  in  contemptadon  of  mairiage, 
and  with  a  view  to  secure  to  tbe  wife  a  benefit,  to  be  enjoyed  after 
the  oovertuie  ceases*  Such,  was  the  case  of  JPobiar  vs..  Newell^ 
deekied  in  Chittenden  county,  where  an  agreement  of  this  kind, 
islnded  to  secure  to  the  wife  her  separate  estate,  was  esftmnd. 


Buc  in  this  ease^  the  ooutract,  if  sustained  and  enfoeced  at  all, 
BBBt  be  8o»  upon  tbe  ground  that  it  is  good  and  valid  ii>  itsdf,  and 
apon  tbe  general  capacity  of  the  husband  and  wife  to  contract  with 
aadi  other.  There  is  no  such  capacity,  except  under  peculiar  cir- 
conslaiicea,  whicb  do  not  exist  here,  and  the  note  can  not  be  sup- 
ported* 

Nor  can  the  after  promise  of  the  defendant  vary  the  case ;  as 
die  note,  bebg  absolute  void,  can  not  be  set  by  any  after  recog- 
Such  a  promise  might  confirm  a  voidable  security,  or 
;  of  a  waiver  of  some  particular  ground  of  defence. 
Whether,  if  the  declaration  had  counted  upon  the  subsequent 
I  as  the  prindpal  ground  ot  recovery,  the  case  would  have 
1  m  diflbrent  considemtion  to  sustain  the  promise,  is  a  ques- 
tion wtidi  we  are  not  called  upon  to  decide. 

•*-  Judgment  affirmed. 
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ftoTi.4im,    Ctrus  A]>ams  vi,  Theodore  Newul,  Horace  Clabk,  Trtstee. 

February^ 
^836.         ^e  money  of  a  pensioner,  in  the  bands  of  hit  agent,  qt  attorney,  appointed  la 
reoeive  hia  pension  from  the  disbursing  agent,  and  roceired  on  that  aoo^unt, 
is  not  liable  to  a  trustee  process. 

Tbis  was  a  factori^mg  or  trustee  process,  brought  against  Ciaifc 
as  trustee  ct  Newell. 

Clark  stated  in  his  disclosure,  that  be  had  in  his  bavds,  at  the 
time  of  the  process  beiog  served,  the  s^m  of  (otty  dollars,  wbich 
be  had  received  of  the  agent  for  paying  pensions  in  this  Aate,  «s 
the  amount  due  te  Newell,  who  was  a  pensioner  of  the  Uaited 
States  ;  which  sum  he  received  as  the  special  attordey  of  Newell 
for  that  purpose,  and  wfaich  had  not  been  paid  over. 

The  county  court  held,  that  the  peneioQ  money,  thus  situated, 
was  not  Uable  to  auachment  by  this  process,  aad  adjudged  that 
Clark  was  aoi  trustee. 

To  this  decisioa  the  plaintiff  Adapted. 

.After  argumei)^  by  O.  Clark  for  plaintiff,  and  Onmbde  for  de- 
fendant,, the  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by, 

Phelps,  J. — ^There  may  be  some  doubt,  how  far  a  pension  may 
he  followed,  to  the  purpose  of  protecting  it  fix>m  the  process  of  cred- 
itors, under  the  act  of  Congress.  Whether  that  act  would  pioteot 
it  after  it  is  reduced  (o  possession  by  the  pensiooer,  is  a  'queatioi 
which  we  are  not  called  upon  to  decide.  Certain  it  is,  that  it  is 
protected  so  long  as  it  retains  the  distinctive  character  of  a  pen- 
sion. The  money,  in  this  case,  came  tathe  hands  of  Claire,  as 
the  attorney  of  Newell  for  the  purpose  of  receiving  the  pension 
from  the  disbursing  officer  of  the  government,  and  had  not  reach- 
ed its  destination.  Whatever  construction  is  given  to  the  act,  it 
seems  necessary  at  all  events,  to  protect  the  fund  until  it  reaches 
the  pensioner.  Here  it  was  in  transitu,  and  of  course  irithin  the 
protection  of  the  act. 

It  was  well  argued,  that  the  pension  is  a  gratuity  from  the  gov- 
ernment, and  intended  for  the  support  and  comfort  of  the  pension* 
er.  This  consideration  shows  the  propriety  of  a  liberal  construc- 
tion of  the  act,  in  carrying  into  effect  the  benovelent  purpose  of 
the  government.  Creditors  have  no  equitable  claim  to  the  fund, 
but  must  rely,  if  they  would  seize  it,  upon  strict  legal  right. 

Any  other  construction  than. that  which  we  give,  would  render 
the  provision  in  question  nugatory,  and  defeat  its  purpose.  It  is 
not  supposed  that  the  disbursing  ofBcer  of  the  government  can  be 
summoned  as  trustee,  independantly  of  this  provision ;  and  if  the 
special  agent  or  attorney  of  the  pensioner  is  subject  to  rhe  process. 
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it  is  dificuk  to  conceive  a  case  \vbere  the  provisbn  appKes.    A^    ^^"'^' 
the  same  time,  such  a  decision  would  enable  Creditors  to  ihtcercept       i836. 
the  bounty  of  the  government,  and  defeat  the  obvious  purpose  of      -^^^ 
the  law.     The  judgment  of  the  county  court  must  be  affirmed.       New«u«i  ai. 

It  was  further  suggested  that  Newell  the  principal  debtor  had 
deceased  since  the  judgment  below. 

But,  By  the  court — It  is  the  common  practice  to  affirm  or  re- 
verse the  judgment,  nunc  pro  tunc  in  such  case.  Besides,  an  ad- 
minis&ator  may  always  defend  or  prosecute  a  pending  writ  of  er- 
ror. Judgment  affirmed. 


Rutland, 

Hart  and  Card  v$»  Orange  Gresn.  iSS!^* 


If  a  note  be  made  payable  at  a  particalaf  place,  a  presenUneiit  and  demand 
are  not  Aeeeieary,  to  entitle  the  holder  to  reeorer  against  the  maker. 

This  was  an  action  on  note,  dated  Jan.  4,  1834,  at  Danby,  and 
made  payable  to  the  order  of  the  plainttffi  in  nine  ^months  from 
date,  at  the  Bank  of  Manchester.  The  declaration  is  in  common 
form  describing  the  note  as  payable  at  the  Bank  of  Manchester, 
without  averring,  that  it  was  presented  for  payment  at  the  time  and 
place*  To  this^  declaration  there  was  a  demurrer,  and  the  court 
overruled  the  demurrer  and  gave  judgment  for  the  plaintifT. 

To  this  decision  exception  was  taken  by  defendant,  and  the  only 
question  raised  was,  whether  in  a  declaration  on  note,  payable  at 
a  particular  place,  it  is  necessary  to  aver  and  prove  presentment  at 
the  time  and  place. 

Merrill  and  Ormsbee  for  defendant, — When  the  place  of  pay- 
ment is  fixed  in  the  note,  it  is  necessary  for  the  holder  to  recover 
upon  the  note,  to  present  it  at  the  time  and  place  when  and  where 
it  is  made  payable. 

If  such  presentation  is  necessary,  it  must  b^  averred  in  the  dec- 
laration, and  without  such  an  averment,  the  declaration  is  demurri- 
Ue. — 4  yt.  R.  313,  Eastman  vs.  Potter  and  cases  there  cited. — 
Aldis  and  Oadaomb  vs.  Jokmon,  1  Vt,  R.  136. — Sanderson 
vs.  Barnes,  14  East.  500. —  Dickinson  vs.  Barnes y  16  East.  110. 

R.  H.  Waller  for  plaintiff . — By  the  English  practice  it  has 
been  considered  necessary  before  any  legislation  on  the  subject,  to 
aver  and  prove  presentment  at  tbe  time  and  place  of  payment ; 
but  now  by  the  lstand2dstat.  Geo.  IV,  chapt.  78,  biUs  of  ex- 
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Rirruiti),    ch«nge,  aooepted  payable  at  a  partioular  plaoei  are  ngutMi  $mi 
^i^^*     oral  aoceptances,  and  a  defnand  is  good  any  where  unless  it  be  «l- 

HartaiOvd   pressly  qualified  by  the  acceptance  that  the  bill  is  to  be  paid  al  a 

GnMn.       particular  place  and  not  ebewhere.    The  distinction  taken  between 

pimiissary  notes  and  bills  of  exchange  payable  at  a  partioidar 

place,  was  done  away  by  a  decision  in  the  House  of  Lords  whicb 

gave  rise  to  this  statute.<^Notes  to  3  Kent's  Com.  p.  64, 69  70. 

In  the  state  of  New  York,  in   Wolcctt  vs.  ,   17 

John.  R.  248,  and  8  Cowen  R.  CaldweU  vs.  Casndy  271,  it  has 
been  decided  that  though  a  bill  or  note  be  made  payable  at  a  par- 
ticular place,  it  is  not  requisite  for  the  holder  to  aver  or  prove  de- 
mand of  payment  at  the  place. — 3  Kent's  Com.  p.  66.  See  al- 
so a  decision  in  the  supreme  court  of  the  U.  S.,  Bank  of  the 
United  l^aies  vs.  Smith,  11  Wheat.  R.  171,  where  this  principle 
is  virtually  recognized,  though  the  pomt  was  not  directly  in  issae. 
And  why  should  a  demand  at  the  time  and  pkice  be  averred  io 
this  case  any  more  than  if  the  note  had  been  payable  directly  to 
the  Bank  of  Manchester,  or  directly  to  an  individual  in  Maocbes- 
^  ter  ?  Where  a  note  is  made  payable  to  an  individual,  his  resi- 
dence is  supposed  to  be  the  place  of  payment,  and  if  the  note  oa 
the  face  of  it  is  not  payable  on  demand  at  his  residence,  a  demand 
need  not  be  made.  This  note  is  not  payable  on  demand  at  the 
Bank  of  Manchester ;  but  is  payable'  in  nine  months  from  date  at 
Manchester.  The  rule  of  practice  in  this  state  is,  that  where  a 
note  is  payable  at  a  particular  time  and  place,  it  is  the  duty  of  the 
maker  of  the  note  to  be  there  to  pay  it,  and  no  formal  demand  ia 
necessary.  This  question  has  never  been  directly  decided  by  the 
supreme  court  of  this  state,  and  it  is  of  importance  that  the  ktw  on 
this  subject  should  be  fixed  and  certain.  And  if  there  was  no  rea- 
son for  the  distinction  between  a  note  payable  at  a  particular  pbee 
and  a  bill  of  exchange  accepted,  payable  at  a  particular  place,  it 
is  believed  that  the  distinction  between  a  note  payable  to  A.  B.  at 
the  Bank  of  Manchester  and  one  payaUe  to  the  Bank  of  Man- 
chester as  respects  the  pleadings,  is  equally  unfounded. 

If  the  defendant  has  deposited  or  tendered  money  be  ean  avaif 
himself  of  that  as  a  defence ;  whereas  on  a  demurrer,  he  admits  aff 
the  facts  necessary  to  charge  him  and  suspends  the  adminbtration 
of  justice  upon  a  mere  technk»lity  when  it  can  be  as  substantially 
and  more  certainly  administered  without  it. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 
Phslps,  i. — ^The  only  question  raised  in  this  case,  is,  whether 
it  was  necessary  to  aver  a  presentment  of  the  note  in  question,  at 
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the^Buik  of  Manchester  vdme  it  was  made  payatdei  aod  a  de-    ^^'^''' 
naod  of  payment  there.    This  eeuld  be  necessary,  only  upon  the       isse.  ' 
the  assumption  thai  a  presentment  there  was  necessary,  as  a  con-  ^^  f^.^^"* 
dkiOD  precedent  to  the  plaintiff's  right  of  recovery.  ^'•^o. 

Upon  this  question  as  to  the  necessity  of  such  presentment, 
which  has  been  much  litigated  there  has  been  great  diversity  of 
opinion,  the  King's  Bench  in  England  holding  one  way,  and  the 
Common  Pleas  another.  The  controversy  was  carried  into  the 
House  of  Lcnrds  where  a  final  decision  was  had,  establbbing  the 
necessity  of  a  presentment,  and  this  was  followed  by  an  act  of 
P^Iiament,  dispensing  with  it.  In  the  state  of  New  York  it  has 
been  held,  by  the  supreme  court  that  a  demand  at  the  place  of 
payment  was  not  necessary.  And  this  in  our  judgment  is  the  bet- 
ter opinion. 

Without  involving  ourselves  in  the  abstruse  reasoning  on  this 
sobject,  it  is  sufficient  to  say,  that  we  regard  the  note  as  designating 
a  place  of  payment,  and,  so  far  as  this  designation  is  of  any  practi- 
cal importance,  we  are  disjiosed  to  give  ef&ct  to  it.  The  promise 
is  to  pay  money  at  the  Bank  of  Manchester.  An  omission  to  pay 
at  that  place,  is  a  breach  of  the  contract.  But  while  on  the  one 
hand,  a  presentment  of  the  note  there  is  not  necessary,  to  enable 
the  defendant  to  perform,  so,  on  the  other,  it  is  not  necessary  in 
order  to  ascertain  whether  the  money  has  been  deposited  there. 
The  defendant  may  have  made  the  note  payable  there  for  his  own 
eenvenieoce.  If  so,  he  may  deposit  the  money  there,  and  his 
promise  is  performed.  There  is  no  doubt  that  he  could  avail  him- 
self of  such  deposit,  as  either  a  payment  or  tender.  If  he  do  not 
leave  the  money,  he,  by  his  own  act,  renders  a  presentment  there 
unnecessary  and  nugatory.  On  the  other  hand,  the  plaintiff  if  he 
sfiB  without  SQch  presentment,  sues  at  his  peril.  K  the  money 
have  been  deposited  there  the  contract  is  satisfied ;  and,  if  not,  the 
debt  is  unpaid,  and  he  is  entitled  to  recover. 

The  only  practical  importance,  therefore,  which  we  can  attach 
to  this  designation  is,  that  it  enables  the  defendant  to  pay  at  that 
place,  if  he  chooses,  if  not,  his  contract  is  broken,  and  he  is  liable 
to  a  suit. 

It  would  do  violence  to  the  contract  to  hold,  that  a  presentment, 
on  the  precise  day  when  the  note  became  payable,  was  necessary. 

This  would  render  the  promise  conditional  instead  of  absolute 
and  in  strictness  the  debt  would  be  lost  if  the  condition  precedent 
is  not  performed.  Such  could  not  have  been  the  intent  of  the 
parties.     The  debt  is  payable  absolutely.      The  plSce  of  pay- 
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^J^JJ"»    ment  is  a  matter  of  convenience.     We  think  every  rational  pur- 

>^'       pose  is  answered  by  this  view  of  the  subject,  and,  as  between  the 

Hart  &  Cardj  original  parties,  we  think  no  presentment  is  necessary. 

Ofm.  (j^Q  rule  yfQ^xld  doubtless  be  different  as  between  endorser  and 

endorsee,  for  tbeir  presentment  and  demand   are  in  the  nature  of 

a  condition  precedent.  Judgment  affirmed. 


^J?!**^""'  Erastus  Bromley  vs.  Arwin  Hdtchins. 


18S6. 


.  TIm  slMf  iff  of  Another  itate  cannot  parBue  and  ^retake  in  this  itata  a  prisoner 
who  baa  escaped  from  his  custody,  on  civil  process. 

This  was  an  action  of  assault  and  battepy.  Tbedefendant  jus- 
tified as  the  servant  of  tlie  sheriff  of  the  county  of  Washington 
in  the  state  of  New  York  ;  insisting  in  his  plea  that  the  said  sher- 
iff having  a  regular  writ  of  capias  ad  respondendum  against  the 
present  pluntiff,  arrested  him  in  said  Washington  county,  whence 
be  escaped  into  Danby  in  this  state,  where  the  sheriff  immediate- 
ly pursued  him  and  took  him,  the  defendant  acting  as  his  servant. 
To  this  plea  there  was  a  demurrer  and  joinder.  The  county  court 
sustained  the  demurrer  and  rendered  judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 
The  defendant  filed  exception,  and  the  cause  passed  to  this  court. 

Argument  for  the  defendant. — 1.  The  sheriff  has  a  right  to 
retake^  on  fresh  suit. — 3  Black.  Com.  415. — 3  Baylie's  Index, 
301,— 2  Swift's  Sys.  113.— 2  Esp.  N.  P.  611.— 1  Swift's  Dig. 
543. 

2.  In  this  case  he  made  fresh  suit. — Rd.  Abr.  809. — ^Dalt. 
Shff.  562.— 2  Bac.  Abr.  247-8.— 2  Swift's  Sys.  113.— 2  Esp. 
N.P.611. 

8.  Any  person  may  assist  him.— 4  Bac.  Abr.  442. — Dalt. 
Shff.  117.-1  Esp.  N.  P.  412.— Big.  Dig.  84. 

4.  He  may  retake  out  of  his  county  and  state.— 4  Bac.  Abr. 
435.— Dalt.  Sheff.  23.— 2  Swift's  Sys.  113.-1  Root.  R.  107, 
Howard  vs.  Lyon.— 2  Esp.  N.  P.  611.-7  John.  R.  155. 

The  sheriff  arrested  in  virtue  of  process;  and  having  arrested, 
he  thereby  acquired  a  right  to  detain  the  prisoner  in  custody,  and 
the  prisoner  having  escaped^  the  sheriff,  in  consequence  of  his 
right  to  detam,  has  the  right  to  recapture. 

The  case  is  analogous  to  that  of  bail. — Westingbouse's  case,  B. 
C.  1820. — Nichols  vs.  Ingersol,  7  John.  R.  145. — 5  Day's  Es^p. 
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N.  P.  R.  172,  note.— 1  Swift's  Dig.  597—2  Show.  202.— 3  Vin, 
498—6  Mod.  231.— 1  Alk.  237.— Show.  214. 
It  is  analogous  to  Uuley  ts.  Smith,  July  (erm  1835. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

CoLLAMBR,  J. — Were  this  a  question  of  mere  recapture  *(fti 
fresh  suit,  it  would  be  of  simple  solution.     As  the  duty  of  protec- 
tion on  the  part  of  the  government  is  the  correlative  of  allegiance 
00  the  part  of  the  citizen,  it  beoomes  a  grave  question,  whether  this 
duty  can  be  performed  by  the  court  of  justice  and  other  functionaries 
of  our  government,  if  our  citizens  are  at  the  same  time  subject  to 
the  authority  of  the  officers  of  another  government,  over  whom  we 
have  no  control,  and  who  owe  to  us  no  official  responsibility.     It  is 
obvious  that  all  those  authorities  which  go  to  settle  that  recapture  on 
fresh  suit  may  be  made  in  another  county  of  the  same  nation,  tend 
little  to  settle  this  questional  The  casein  Connecticut  as  reported 
in  Root,  lends  no  assistance ;  as  in  that  case  the  warrant  was  sanc- 
tioned and  endorsed  by  the  authority  of  the  state  in  which  it  was 
ultimately  executed.      It   is  however  urged  that  by  the  casot 
{Nichob  vs.  iigersoUf  7  John.  JEl.  155,)  it  is  decided  that  bail 
have  a  right  to  arrest  the  principal  in  another  state.     From  this  it 
is  concluded  that  an  officer  may  do  the  same.    In  relation  to  that 
case  it  is  to  be  observed,  that  it  is  understood  not  to  be  recognized  as 
'aw  in  New  York,  as  some  of  our  citizens  have  had  sad  occasion  to 
know.     It  may  be  true,  though  not  yet  so  decided,  that  inasmuch  as 
the  bail  is  the  keeper  of  the  principal  at  his  oum  request ,  and  is  said 
to  hold  him  as  by  a  string,  and  may  generally  circumscribe  or  enlarge 
his  wanderings,  and  may  arrest  even  after  a  voluntary  enlargement, 
he  might  by  virtue  of  this  power  and  right  existing  by  contract 
and  ^licence  between  the  parties,  even  arrest  in  another  state. 
The  condition  of  an  officer  is  entirely  different.     His  power  is  de- 
rived wholly  from  his  official  character  and  his  precept,  and  must 
on  principle  cease  where  his  official  character  and  precept  cease  to 
have  validity  and  jurisdiction.    The  same  may  be  said  of  the  anal- 
ogy mistakenly  attempted  to  be  drawn  from  a  right  acquired  to 
property,  by  contract  or  the  laws  of  the  country  in  which  it  is  sit- 
uate, remainhig  good  ekewhere. 

Every  government  owes  protection  to  its  citizens  and  sojourners, 
who  cannot  be  forcibly  taken  out  of  its  jurisdiction  withotrt  the 
consent  of  the  constituted  authorities.  For  this  purpose  eaoh 
state  is  a  sovereign  government  and  so  important  and  absolute  w«s 
ihi3  considered  that  in  the  2d  sec.  of  the  4th  art»  of  the  United 
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CASE  IN  THft  SUPREME  COURT 

States  coDstitution  provision  is  made  that  felons  and  Jiigatives 
from  justice  are  to  be  surrendered  ;  but  even  this  is  to  be  done  on- 
ly on  application  to  tbe  executive.  If  our  citizens  ire  subject  to 
be  taken  by  the  officers  of  a  neighboring  state  they  are  equally 
subject  to  be  taken  and  transported  to  Louisiana  or  Missouri. 
Except  in  those  delegations  of  power  invested  in  the  general  gov- 
ernment and  those  restrictions  provided  in  tbe  United  States  con- 
stitution, each  state  is  a  national  sovereignty  and  holds  the  same 
relation  to  the  other  states  which  it  holds  to  other  nations.  As 
the  United  States  constitution  contains  no  provision  on  thissubjeety 
our  citizens  are  as  much  subject  to  the  authority  and  pretended 
recapture  by  the  officers  of  England  or  France  as  of  New  York. 
This  suggests  consequences  entirely  at  war  with  all  civil  liberty, 
protection  and  national  independence.  We  are  entirely  unprepar- 
ed to  adopt  so  dangerous  and  fearful  a  principle  and  practice  as 
that  for  which  the  defendant  here  contends. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

Dexter  for  plaintiff. 

Harman  for  defendant. 


RlTTLAND, 

Ftbntwy^ 
I8S6. 


Pawlet  vs.  Nobth  Hero. 

Where  an  order  of  removal  of  a  pauper  had  been  made  and  the  ]Miaper  remov. 

'  ed,  but  the  time  for  taking  an  appeal  had  not  transpired ;  it^is  competent  foi 
the  overseera  of  the  poor  of  the  two  towns,  by  mutual  consent,  to  abandon 
the  aaid  proceeding,  take  back  said  pauper,  and  thus  place  all  things  as  if 
said  order  had  not  been  made. 

This  was  an  'order  of  removal  of  one  Geer,  a  pauper,  from 
Pawlet  to  North  Hero ;  from  which  order  North  Hero  appealed, 
and  pleaded  that  the  town  of  North  Hero  was  not  the  place  of 
legal  settlement  of  said  Geer.  On  the  trial  before  the  county 
court  no  other  evidence  of  said  Geer  having  settlement  in  Nor^ 
Hero  was  given  but  the  following,  to  wit :  In  January  1834  said 
Geer  was  by  an  order  of  two  justices  removed  as  a  pauper  fitMS 
the  town  of  Williston  to  the  town  of  North  Hero,  and  there  left 
with  the  overseer  of  the  poor,  together  with  a  duly  certified  copy 
of  the  warrant  of  removal,  but  no  copy  of  the  prder  was  left  as 
required  by  the  act  of  1817.  In  a  few  days  and  before  the  time 
for  tc^kiog  an  appeal  had  expired,  the  overseers  of  the  poor  of 
Willistopijuid  I^orith  Hero  had  a  meeting,  when  it  was  mutually 
9greed  tha(  Wiljii^op  should  take  back  said  Geer,  pay  his  expen- 
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ses  at  North  Hero,  and  said  order  should  be  abandoned  and  no    ^TJ;*^'** 
Tarther  proceeding  had  thereon  or  claim  made  by  virtue  there-       isse  ^' 


of  by  either  party  ;  and  it  was  so  conductedj  accordingly.      Upon       ^^v\et 
these  facts  the  county  court  rendered  judgment  for  the  defendant,    North  Hero, 
whereupon  the  plaintiff  filed  exceptions  and  the  cause  passed  to 
this  court. 

Argument  for  the  plaintiff^, — 1.  The  'order  of  removal  from 
Williston  to  North  Hero,  having  been  executed  by  removal,  and 
no  appeal  taken,  the  pauper's  settlement  has  become  fixed  in  the 
latter  place.— 2  Salk.  481-2.— 2  John.  R.  105.— 2  Salk.  488-9, 
498,  b21.—The  King  vs.  Hinxworth,  Cald.  Contin.  42.— TA« 
Elng  vs.  Towchesterj  note,  2  Strange  1172. — Paris  vs.  Hiram, 
12  Mass.  262. —  Westminster  vs.  Bamardstoum,  8  Mass.  104. 

2.  It  is  true,  that  notice  must  be  given;  (Bra>.  177,  Fairfield 
vs.  St^  Albans ;)  but  in  this  case,  it  was  given  by  leaving  a  copy 
be.  This  notice  was  all  that  was  necessary  to  enable  the  defen- 
dants to  appeal.  See  Hartland  vs.  Williamstoum,  1  Aik.  R. 
i52.— Bradford  vs.  Corinth,  I  Aik.  R.  293. 

The  statute  of  1817,  requiring  an  attested  copy  of  the  order  of 
removal  to  be  delivered,  is  merely  directory.        » 

The  want  of  such  copy  cannot  render  the  order  void,  if  a  remo- 
val have  taken  place. 

The  notico  was  sufficient,  and  the  attested  copy  could  add  noth- 
ing.— Barre  vs.  Morrisiottm,  4  Vt.  R.  584. 

3.  There  is  no  case  known  of  any  order  unappealed  fixmi  being 
overruled,  or  declared  or  considered  void,  if  notice  were  given 
and  removal  made.  And,  whatever  may  be  the  defects  of  an 
order,  upon  which  execution  has  been  done,  and  notice  given,  it  is 
conclusive  upon  every  body,  so  for  as  it  extends,  and  can  be  uri- 
deistood ;  if  no  appeal  be  taken  and  reversal  had. — Hartland  vs. 
WilUamstovm,  1  Aik.  R.  241  to  252,  and  the  cases  cited  by 
Marsh. — Rtx  ys.  Steatford,  7  Tr.  R.  596.— Cald.  Contin.  42. 

And  even  on  certiorari,  the  court  will  not  set  aside  such  an  or- 
der, for  such  cause — appeal  is  the  only  remedy. 

This  court  have  decided,  {Bradford  vs.  Corinth,  1  Aik.  R. 
290,)  that  where  a  town  appeals  within  thirty  days,  next  after  the 
order  of  removal  waa  made,  if  no  copy,  attested  by  the  justices, 
has  been  delivered,  they  waive  their  right  to  such  copy.  Of 
course,  then,  the  proceeding  cannot  be  void,  by  reason  of  such  copy 
not  having  been  left.— 1  Aik.  R.  252.— S  Aik.  R.  188. 

4.  Neither  the  statule  of  1797  nor  that  of  1817  requires  any^ 
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particular /orm  or  manner  of  notice.  The  statutes  do  not  enact 
_  that  '^  notice  shall  be  given  in  the  one  case  by  leaving  a  copy  of 
the  warrant,"  and,  in  the  other,  "  by  a  copy  of  the  order."  But 
merely  that  such  copies  shall  be  delivered.  And  the  court  must 
adjudge  what  amounts  to  sufficient  notice. 

5.  The  proceeding  is  a  judicial  one — ^the  order  is  a  judgment  of 
a  court-;  and  though ^a  party  cannot  be  concluded  without  notice, 
yet  the  statutes  having  prescribed  no  form  of  notice,  or  what  shall 
amount  to  notice,  it  is  for  the  court  to  see  that  the  defendant  be 
not  wronged — and  surely,  in  this  case,  the  fact  of  having  the  pau- 
per to  support,  and  receiving  a  copy  of  the  warrant  of  removal 
was  sufficient  notice  to  have  put  the  defendant  in  motbn.— -1  Aik. 
R.  290,  252— .2  Aik.  R.  188.— 4  Vt.  R.  584. 

An  order  of  justices,  being  a  judicial  act,  is  not  absolutely  void, 
but  voidable  only,  and  continues  to  be  an  order  till  it  is  avoided.-— 
2  Salk.  674,  Htdl  vs.  Briggs. 

6.  In  the  case  of  Strafford  vs.  Hartland,  2  Vt.  R.  565,  the 
court  decided,  that  an  appeal  must  be  taken  to  the  next  term  after 
a  copy  of  the  order  was  left,  if  there  be  sufficient  time,  though 
no  removal  be  made  under  several  months.  Now  the  act  of  1797 
is  not  repealed,  and  the  copy  required  by  that  statute  must  still  be 
delivered — and,  as  neither  such  copy,  nor  that  prescribed  by  the 
act  of  1817,  nor  both  together,  are  made  sufficient  notice,  by  stat- 
ute, it  follows  from  this  decision,  that  either  is  sufficient  notice  : 
And,  in  fact,  the  case  above  cited,  decides  the  copy  under  the  act 
of  1817,  to  be  sufficient  notice  to  oblige  the  defendant  to  appeal ; 
while  the  case  of  Hartland  vs.  fViliiamstown,  1  Aik.  R.  252,  de- 
cides the  copy  under  that  of  1797  to  be  sufficient  for  the  same 
purpose. — Bradford  vs,  Corinth^  1  Aik.  R.  293. 

Whatever  might  have  been  considered  of  this  order,  on  appeal, 
it  is  now  to  late  to  call  in  question  its  validity — ^it  is  now  conclu^ve 
upon  North  Hero.— 12  Mass.  262 — 8  Mass.  104.— 7  Tr.  R. 
596.-8  Vt.  R.  370. 

b  results  from  the  determination  in  Strafford  vs.  Hartkmd^ihat 
either  copy  is  sufficient  legal  notice.  If  a  removal  were  made,  and 
popy  left  by  the  officer,  ten  or  twenty  days  before  the  next  term  of 
the  court,  could  it  be  doubted  that  the  defendant  town  would  at  its 
peril,  be  obliged  to  appeal  to  such  next  term,  though  the  justices 
should  not  deliver  their  copy  till  afterwards  ?  Certainly  not — for 
the  statute  expressly  requires  the  appeal  to  be  so  taken ;  and  in 
accordance  with  the  statute  is  the  case  of  Bradford  vs.  Corinth^ 
befcpe  cited. 
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7.  The  statute  of  1817  is  simply  remedial.    The  rule  id  case    ^^^'*« 
of  remedial  statutes  is  fo  to  construe  them  as  to  cure  the  mischief      issa  ' 
and  to  advance  the  remedy ,  and  no  farther.    The  mischief  under      ^•^^^^ 
the  statute  of  1797  was^  that  there  was  no  mode  pointed  out  for  N<»th  Hero. 
giving  notice,  nor  any  thing  required  to  be  done  which  would 

amount  to  notice,  except  in  cases  of  actual  removal.  The  reme- 
dy  to  be  provided  was,  to  define  expressly,  the  nature  and  form  of 
notice  to  be  given,  in  the  case  of  an  order  of  removal,  not  execu- 
ted by  actual  removal,  or,  to  require  the  performance  of  some  act, 
which  would  amount  to  full  and  complete  notice.  The  act  in 
question  contains  the  latter  provbion. 

8.  This  case  is  not  between  the  original  parties,  but  inter  alia ; 
in  cases  like  the  present,  the  difficulties  of  ascertaining  whether 
the  copy  under  the  act  of  1817  has  been  delivered,  are  numer- 
ous— ^wbile  the  fact  of  that  under  the  act  of  1797  having  been 
left,  always  appears  of  record. 

II.  The  settlement  of  the  pauper  cannot  be  afiected,  by  the 
agreement  between  the  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  town  of  Wil» 
ftftOD  and  North  Hero,  which  was  made  in  this  case.  It  is  not  in 
the  power  of  overseers,  or  of  another  person,  to  do  away  the  ef- 
fect of  an  order  of  removal,  except  in  the  manner  prescribed  by 
law — namely,  by  appeal,  by  certiorari,  or  by  calling  it  in  question 
collaterally,  and  impeaching  its  validity,  on  the  ground  of  its  being 
void,  through  defect  of  notice,  or  want  of  jurisdiction  in  the  justi- 
ces.— Southfidd  vs.  Bloomingrovey  2  John.  R.  105. 

Selectmen  cannot  submit  to  arbitration  whether  one  be  a  pau- 
per, or  not. — Griswold  vs.  North  Stonington,  5  Conn.  R.  867. 

Overseers  cannot  affect  a  settlement  by  agreement. — Barre  vs. 
Morristown^  4  Vt.  R.  574. 

Argument  for  defendant. — ^The  proceedings  on  the  part  of  the 
town  of  Williston,  touching  the  removal  of  Geer,  from  thence  to 
North  Hero  in  Jan.  1834,  were  never  completed  and  have  no 
Uoding  force. 

Notice  of  the  order,  according  to  the  requisition  of  the  act  of 
1817,  was  never  given  to  the  town  of  North  Hero :  and  until  le- 
gal notice  be  given,  that  town  is  not  bound  to  take  measures  to 
procure  the  reversal  of  the  order. — Stat.  383,  sect.  5. 

No  attested  copy  of  this  order  was  left  with  North  Hero,  and 
for  this  defect,  the  pix)ceeding  would  have  been  quashed  on  ap- 
peal.—CJeorgta  vs.  St.  Albans,  3  Vt.  R.  42. 

The  justices  who  make  the  order,  are  the  only  proper  aullitrity 
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RiTTLANix,    CO  attest  its  accuracy.    Hence  the  copy  of  the  warrant  of  removal 
lesiT''     and  its  recitals  and  preface,  attested  by  theconstable^isnot  acom- 
pIw\m      pliance  with  the  act. — Strafford  vs.  Hariland^  2  Vt.  R.  568. 
North  Hero.       If  the  Order  of  remoiral  from  Williston  be  conclusive  on  the  de- 
fendant, it  must  be  as  an  estoppel,  which  is  never^fo  be  favored^ 
or  aided  by  inference.     The  general  principle  upon  which  an  or- 
der of  removal  unappealed  from,  is  held  to  be  conclusive  is,  that  it 
is  ret  judicata^  a  perfect  judgment  by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdic- 
tion ;  and  this  character  of  a'perfect  judgment  it  acquires,  by  being 
duly  executed,  and  by  being  submitted  to  by  the  party  agaiost 
whom  it  is  made. — King  vs.  Ck>rsham^  11  East.  387. 

Notice,  the  essential  ingredient  of  the  binding  force  of  an  or- 
der, and  an  opportunity  to  contest  its  validity  are  wanting  to  give 
this  order  the  effect  of  a  perfect  judgment.  The  notice  required 
by  law  was  never  given  ;  it  cannot  therefore  be  said  that  North 
Hero  submitted  to  the  order. 

A  proceeding  deriving  all  its  force  from  statutory  enactooeut 
must  show  the  requirement  of  the  statute  complied  with  before  it 
will  be  treated  as  perfect.  That  actual  notice  cannot  be  substitu* 
ted  for  the  notice  required  by  law  has  repeatedly  been  decided  by 
this  court. — Barrt  vs.  Morrisioum,  4  Vt.  R.  574. 

The  conclusiveness  of  an  order  of  removal  as  between  towns 
not  parties  to  it,  rests  upon  its  conclusive  character  between  the 
towns  that  are  parties  to  it.  If  the  order  is  conclusive  between 
the  parties  to  it  from  considerations  of  public  policy,  that  there  may 
be  an  end  to  litigation,  it  is  held  to  be  conclusive  as  to  all  others. 
This  order  as  between  the  towns  of  Williston  and  North  Hero, 
was  annulled  and  abandoned,  and  therefore  proves  nothing  against 
either  of  their  towns.  It  was  never  executed  because  the  parties 
agreed  that  it  should  not  be  completed  but  abandoned.  Pawlet 
then  cannot  set  up  this  imperfect  and  abandoned  proceeding  as  an 
estoppel. 

If  it  be  conceded  that  the  order  was  duly  executed  and  perfect 
still,  it  was  competent  for  the  parties  to  annul  it  and  for  the  party 
in  whose  favor  it  was  made  to  abandon  it.  A  judgment  of  a  court 
of  competent  jurisdiction  is  binding,  but  the  party  in  whose  favor 
it  may  be  rendered  may  abandon  it.  Lord  Ellenborougb  in  the 
case  of  jKTtng'.vs.  Diddlebun/y  held  that  the  proposition  that  a  par- 
ish in  whose  favor  an  order  of  removal  was  made  might  abandon 
it  and  utterly  annul  its  effect,  was  too  clear  to  require  authority. — 
King  vs.  Diddlebury,  12  East.  359.-3  Stark.  Ev.  1330-1. 
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The  optokm  of  the  court  was  delivered  by  Rvmun, 

CoLLAiucR,  J. — It  18  undisputed  law  that  an  ojpd«r  of  removal,  iSSl  ' 
duly  executed  and  submitted  to,  that  is,  unappealed  fiom  and  an-  "^^^ 
reveisad,  is  while  in  foice,  as  conclusive,  and  in  the  same  manner  ^o^th  keroi 
as  any  other  judgment  of  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction.  Nor 
does  it  become  necessary  here  to  decide  at  what  lime  an  appeal  in 
such  case  must  be  taken  ;  whether  when  the  removal  takes  place, 
and  a  copy  of  the  warrant  is  left  before  a  copy  of  the  order,or 
only  when  that  shall  have  been  left,  as  this  case  expressly  finds 
that  the  time  for  appeal  had  not  transpired  when  the  case  was  ad- 
justed. The  question  is,  was  it  competent  to  the  overseers  to 
make  a  settlement,  adjustment  and  abandonment  of  that  suit,  as  it 
was  then  situate  ?  Can  the  overseers,  who  have  charge  of  an  or- 
der  of  removal  in  behalf  of  a  town  in  whose  iavor  ii  is  mad^, 
abaodon  it  on  finding  it  desperate,  even  by  consent  of  ttie  adversa- 
ry town  ?  It  will  hardly  be  insisted  that  this  order  will  be  in  force 
as  to  others  and  not  as  between  the  parties  thereto. 

That  the  parties  to  a  legal  proceeding  may  make  an  end  of 
strife,  wkh  safety,  by  common  consent,  is  surely  a  principle  to  be 
favored  ;  and  should  be  extended  to  towns  and  to  pauper  causes 
as  well  as  to  all  others,  unless  some  very  express  arbitrary  and  in«* 
flexible  rule  of  law  forbid  it.  But  the  court  are  asked,  in  this  case, 
to  go  even  further,  and  give  to  this  adjustment  the  directly  contra.'' 
ry  eflect  from  its  intended  one,  that  is,  not  onTy  to  say  the  adjust- 
ment shall  be  avoided,  but  its  effect  shall  be  to  deprive  North  Hero 
ef  any  appeal,^and  fix  the  settlement  of  the  pauper  upon  them. 
But  onr  what  ground  is  this  asked  ?  It  would  seem  to  be  this. 
First,  that  the  overseers  had  no  power  to  make  such  adjustment. 
The  proceeding  is  begun  and  carried  through  by  the  overseers  of 
ibe  poor.  It  is  not  only  their  duty  to  carry  it  on  to  an  order,  but 
to  tf^e  out  the  warrant,  procure  it  executed,  see  that  a  copy  of 
the  order  is  duly  served  and  attend  to  it  if  appealed.  Having 
thus  the  charge  of  the  business  they  may  never  procure  an  order, 
or  may  neglect  ever  to  execute  it,  or  give  notite  thereof,  and  so  per- 
mit it  to  expire.  This  is  a  matter  in  their  discretion,  and  to  say 
that  ihey  may  abandon  it  directly  by  consent,  gives  them  no  more 
power  than  to  do  so  indirectly  or  to  have  the  useless  expense  of 
having  an  appeal  entered  in  court  and  then  noUc  prosequi  entered 
by  the  overseer,  which  be  might  clearly  do. 

It  is  however  further  insisted  that  such  an  abandonment  ought 
not  to  be  permitted  because  the  order  and  its  execution  being  mat- 
ter of  record  and  the  adjustment  not,  it  nwght  mislead  other  towns 
26 
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whose  rights  might  come  afterwards  in  question,  in  relation  to  the 
same  pauper.  But  this  might  also  be  said  in  relation  to  judgments 
of  courts  on  many  subjects.  A  defendant  recovers  in  ejectment, 
and  during  the  same  term  of  the  court,  while  it  is  open  to  review, 
he  is  entirely  convinced  this  judgment  will  be  reversed  on  review ; 
he  therefore  discharges  the  judgment  by  release  and  abandons  the 
land.  By  our  statute  a  judgment  in  ejectment  is  conclusive  of  ti- 
tle as  between  the  parties.  Now  it  is  true  some  one  buying  un- 
der the  defendant  might  be  misled  by  this  judgment,  but  it  will 
hardly  be  supposed  that  it  would  therefore  be  holden  that  the  re- 
lease was  void  and  the  judgment  in  force.  The  same  may  be  said 
of  many  other  legal  proceedings.  It  is  indeed  possible  that  some 
degree  of  inconvenience  might  arise,  but  it  would  be  small  when 
compared  with  the  evils  arising  from  forbidding  towns,  by  their 
overseers,  from  settling  their  pauper  suits  or  holding  the  inconsis- 
tent doctrine  that  an  order  settled,  abandoned  and  inoperative  be- 
tween the  parties,  should  still  be  binding  on  one  party  when  insis- 
ted on  by  others. 

In  entire  concurrence  with  these  principles,  and  fully  sustaining 
them,  is  the  case  Rex  vs.  Diddlebury,  12  East.  359. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

G.  ff.  Harmon  for  plaintiff. 

Smalley  and  Adams  for  defendant. 


RUTtAlTD, 

#*e6ruary, 

1836. 


Oliver  Hitchcock  t;^.  Jacob  Egerton  Jr. 

An  action  cannot  be  lUBtained  against  one  at  tnutect  under  the  §tatuto,  mere^ 
-     ly  because  he  is  attorney  for  the  absconding  debtor,  and  has  in  his  care  a 
debt  in  the  course  of  collection,  against  another  person. 

This  was  an  action  against  the  defendant  as  sheriff  of  Rutland 
county  for  the  neglect  of  his  deputy.  Pond,  in  not  collecting  and 
paying  over  the  amount  of  a  certain  execution  in  favor  of  the  plain- 
tiff against  Quinton  and  Church,  On  the  trial  before  the  county 
court  it  appeared  that  said  execution  had  been  collected  by  said 
deputy  who  had  offered  to  pay  the  amount  to  the  plaintiff,  who 
directed  him  to  pay  the  same  to  William  Spooner,  to  whom  said 
debt  in  fact  belonged,  and  that  afterwards  said  Pond  had  paid  a 
part  of  said  execution  to  said  Spooner,  and  during'the  term  of  the 
county  court  at  which  this  action  was  tried,  and  before  trial,  he  bad 
tendered  to  the  plaintiff's  attorney  the  balance  of  said  execution, 
with  the  costs.     The  plaintiff  then  offered  John  Kellogg  as  a  wit- 
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ness  who  testified  that  he  was  attorney  in  the  case,  plaintiff  against 
Quinton  and  Church,  and  notified  Pond  before  he  paid  over  any 
money  to  Spooner  that  he  should  insist  on  his  lien  for  costs.  The 
defendant  objected  to  said  Kellogg  being  used  as  a  witness  on  the 
ground  of ,  interest,  but  the  court  admitted  him.  It  then  appeared 
by  the  testimony  of  Kellogg,  that  after  he  delivered  to  Pond  the 
execQtion  aforesaid  for  collection  ,an  action  was  commenced  by  a 
creditor  of  W.  Spooner  against  said  Spooner,  and  said  Kellogg  was 
summoned  as  trustee  of  Spooner,  which  suit  was  still  pending,  and 
that  Kellogg  had  given  notice  of  this  suit  to  Pond  before  he  paid 
over  any  oioney  to  Spooner.  The  court  to  whom  the  issue  was 
joined  in  this  case,  rendered  judgment  for  tne  plaintiff  for  the 
whole  amount  of  said  execution,  interest  and  cost,  to  which  the 
defendant  filed  exception,  and  the  cause  passed  to  this  court. 

Argument  for  defendant. — 1.  We  contend  that  the  payment  to 
Spooner  (the  real  owner  of  the  execution)  of  the  ^113,94,  was 
a  good  accounting  by  the  defendant's  deputy  for  so  much  of  the 
execution,  and  it  left  in  his  hands  still  $  17,49  to  satisfy  the  lien 
of  the  attorney. 

It  appears  from  the  case  that  the  deputy  sheriff  offered  to  pay 
to  the  nominal  plaintiff  in  the  execution  the  amount  of  it,  who  re- 
fused to  receive  it  saying,  that  Spooner  owned  the  execution;  he 
then  pays  to  Spooner  a  part,  who  it  appears  from  the  case  was  the 
real  owner  of  the  execution,  and  the  question  is,  Was  he  justi- 
fied in  msJiing  that  payment  ? 

As  a  reason  why  he  was  not,  it  is  said,  tliat  a  suit  had  been 
commenced  against  Kellogg,  the  attorney  as  the  trustee  of  Spooner, 
and  that  the  deputy  had  notice  of  this. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  but  the  payment  would  have  been  a 
good  one,  had  no  trustee  process  .beenjpending  ;  and  it  may  well  be 
asked,  does  that  vary  the  case  ? 

A  creditor  of  an  absconding  or  concealed  debtor  can  compel 
payment  to  himself  on  debts  due  to  the  absconding  debtor  only  in 
the  manner  pointed  out  in  the  statute,  viz  :  by  summoning  the  per- 
son himself,  who  has  the  goods,  chattels,  rights  fcc,  and  not  by 
summoning  the  attorney  or  any  body  else. 

In  this  case  the  deputy  sheriff  himself  might,  with  propriety,  claim 
that  he  should  have  been  summoned  as  trustee,  for  nothing  less 
than  that  will  furnish  him  the  protection  given  in  the  10th  section. 

The  deputy  in  this  case  was  as  much  protected  in  paying  the 
money  to  Spooner  as  he  would  have  been  if  it  had  been  a  promis- 
sory note  left  with  Kellogg  for  collection. 


Gotland, 

February^ 
1886. 

Hitchcoek 

vt. 
EgMton. 
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And  U  results  back  to  the  original  proposiuon,  that  the  only 
method  in  which  aa  abscooding  debtor's  efiects  can  be  reached  is 
the  method  pointed  out  by  statute. 

And  if  this  judgment  is  affirmed,  it  will  operate  with  peculiar 
hardship  upon  the  deputy,  who  has  once  paid  over  the  money,  to 
compel  him  to  resort  to  his  remedy  on  Spooner,  who,  in  the 
case  supposed,  has  absconded,  and  is  in  reality  a  bankrupt. 

But  the  trustee  incurs  no  loss,  for  the  case  shows  that  he  has 
not  yet  diselosed,  and  indeed  he  cannot  disclose  that  he  has  any 
effects  till  this  money  is  paid  over  to  him. 

And  if  the  case  is  revised  as  to  the  ^113,94,  no  ese  sustains 
any  injury  except  the  creditors  of  Spooner,  who,  if  they  wished 
to  reach  this  money,  should  have  summoned  the  deputy. 

2.  If  the  tender  made  in  this  case  does  not  defeat  the  right  of 
recovery,  we  contend  that  at  least  in  analogy  to  the  2d  section  of 
the  statute  of  1802,  p.  145,  the  plaintiff  should  recover  no  costs 
which  accrued  subsequent  to  such  tender. 

3.  The  court  erred  in  admitting  Kellogg  as  a  witness  to  prove 
the  notice  to  the  deputy  of  the  pendency  of  the  trustee  suit.  He 
bad  a  direct  interest  to  ihe  extent  of  his  lein. 

Argument  for  ihe  plaintiff. — ^The  decision  of  the  county  court 
in  admitting  the  testimony  of  Kellogg  was  correct — the  witness 
had  no  interest  in  the  present  suit. 

The  case  shows  that  the  money  was  paid  by  defendant  to  Spoon- 
er after  defendant  bad  notice  of  the  pendency  of  the  trustee  suit 
against  Spoonen    Such  a  payment  is  fraudulent. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

CoLLAMER,  J. — ^It  seems  that  this  suit  was  prosecuted  in  the 
name  of  the  present  plaintiff,  not  for  his  benefit,  but|for  whom  it 
may  .concern.  Thi$  defendant  poncedes  the  collection  of  the  exe* 
cution,  and  shows  a  payment  in  part  to  Spooner  by  order  of  the 
plaintiff.  In  relation  to  the  balance,  the  defendant  b  in  default, 
and  his  tender,  made  after  suit  and  in  term  time,  is  entirely  useless. 

It  is  however  insisted,  that  judgment  should  be  against  the  de« 
fendant  for  the  whole  execution  on  the  ground  that  the  trustee  pro- 
cess served  on  the  attorney,  Kellogg,  who  had  the  demand  belong- 
ing to  Spooner  in  the  name  of  Hitchcock  against  Quinton  and 
Church,  in  collection,  and  of  which  notice  was  given  to  the  defen-^ 
dant's  deputy,  Pond,  reached  this  demand,  and  stopped  the  money 
in  the  sheriff's  hands,  and  therefore  the  subsequent  payment  to 
Spooner  was  in  the  sheriff's  own  wrong,  and  ought  not  to  avail  him* 
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If  that  trustee  process  covered  the  present  claim ,  then  perhaps,  the 
pkuntiff  might  recover ;  but  if  it  does  doc,  then,  clearly,  the  pay- 
ment to  Spooner,  was  right  as  it  was  one  he  could  have  enforced 
at  law.  Spooner  was  the  true  owner  of  this  debt, — who  was  trus- 
tee of  it  to  bim  ?  The  debtor  in  execution,  until  he  paid,  then  the 
officer  who  bad  the  money.  The  person  who  merely  holds  the 
security,  the  attorney  who  has  the  demand  in  collection, but  has  not 
received  the  money,  is  not  trustee.  This  question  is  fully  consid- 
ered and  decided  in  the  case  Sargent  vs.  Lealandy  2  Vt.  U.  277, 
and  is  conclusive  of  this  question.  Neither  the  officer  or  the  exe- 
cution debtor  were  made  parties  to  that  trustee  process,  and  of 
course  this  debt  was  not  reached  by  that  process;,  therefore,  the 
payment  to  Spooner  was  legally  made. 

As  we  consider  this  action  cannot  be  sustained  against  the  de- 
fendant for  that  part  of  the  execution  which  be  paid  to  Spooner, 
let  the  evidence  of  the  facts  insisted  on,  come  from  what  quarter 
they  may,  it  becomes  unnecessary  to  decide  on  the  question  of  the 
witness's  interest  or  admissibility. 

The  judgment  below,  having  been  rendered  against  the  defen- 
dant for  the  whole  execution  is  erroneous,  therefore, 

Judgment  reversed. 

Judgment  rendered  for  the  balance  of  the  execution  not  paid  to 
Spooner. 

Ormsbee  for  plaintiff, 

Moyce  and  Strong  for  defendant. 


RUTLANO, 

FebnioTjf. 

1836.    _ 
Uilchcuck 

It  . 
Egerion. 


Daniel  H.  Dter  vs.  Silas  Jones. 


Id  the  case  of  labor  performed  on  land,  under  a  special  contract, 
strictly  according  to  the  tertiu  of  the  contract,  if  it  be  of  aome  benefit  to 
defandaDt,  the  plaintiff  may  recover  on  a  ^[uanium  meruUf  as  much  only  as 
the  labor  is  worth  to  defendant. 

The  questions  in  this  case  sufficiently  appear  from  the  opinion 
of  the  court,  delivered  by 

Rbbfibld,  J.— Th'is  was  an  action  of  book  account,  in  which 
defendant  claimed  an  offset,  of  ^72  for  chopping  trees  on  plain- 
tiff's land,  leased  to  defendant.  One  of  the  conditions  contained  in 
the  lease  is  *<  that  defendant  may  chop  as  much  as  he  pleases  at 
$2,75  per  acre/'  and  the  manner  of  performing  the  work  is  par- 
ticularly specified.  The  defendant  charged  according  to  the  stipu- 
lated price.     The  plaintiff  gave  evidence,  tending  to  show  that  the 
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*^JJ^»    v^^vk  was  done' in  such  a  manner  as  to  be  of  no  value  to  him.     The 

Jsag*       aaditors  report^ihat  they  allowed  defendant  what  he  deserved  to  have 

^^  for  the  work,  being  less  than  the  price  agreed,  by  almost  one  half. 
They,  of  course,  find  the  fact  that  the  work  was  not  performed  ac- 
cording to  the  ^emu'of  the  contract,  and  the  only  question  is,  did 
the  auditors  err  in  allowing  defendant  to  recover  for  the  work  as 
on  a  quantum  meruit  ? 

It  is  well  settled  that  in  all  contracts  for  work  and  labor,  which 
are  not  |)erformed  according  to  the  terms  of  the  contract,  and 
which  are  susceptable  of  being  rescinded,  and  where  the  party  for 
whom  the  labor  is  performed,  on  discovering  the  inferiority ,*givee 
immediate  notice,  no  recovery  whatever  can  be  had. — Ellis  va. 
Hamblin,  3  Taunton  52. 

But  where  from  the  nature  of  the  contract  it  is  impossible  to 
f)ttt  the  parties  in  statu  quo^  as  where  A  buildB  a  house  or  wall  on 
*  B's  land,  or  as  in  the  present  case,  where  labor  has  been  perform- 
ed on  plaintiff's  land  by  defendant,  from  which  plaintiff  will  and 
must  derive  some  benefit  and  which  cannot  be  transferred  todefen- 
dafit,  the  party  reaUy  entitled  to  it,  it  has  been  held  that  the  party 
performing  the  labor  might  recover  so  much  only  as  the  labor  is 
worth  to  the  party  who  must  have  the  benffil  of  it.  This  rule  is 
adopted  (X  necessitate,  to  prevent  one  party  gaining  an  unconscion- 
able advantage  over  the  other.  The  failure  to  perform  the 
^contract  strictly  according  to  its  terms,  may  have  been  rather  the 
misfortune  than  the  fault  of  the  party,  but  it  forever  precludes  a 
recovery  upon  the  contract,  for  strict  performance  is  a  condition 
precedent  to  any  right  of  action.  But  the  laborer  is  entitled  to 
his  own  labor,  or  its  product,  where  it  is  in  such  a  shape  that  he 
can  carry  it  away.  In  this  case  he  cannot.  Hence  the  rule  has 
been  adopted  that  the  laborer  may  recover  as  on  a  quantum  meruit, 
or  in  sirictness  what  the  labor  is  worth  ,to  the  defendant  and  no 
more.  Otherwise  the  party  benefited  would  owe  no  equivalent, 
and  the  party  laboring  would  be  without  all  remedy. — Famsworth 
vs.  Gonardy  I  Camp.  38. — 15  Petersdorff  436,  and  noies.^l 
Swift's  Dig.  684. 

As  the  auditors  pursued  this  rule,  the  judgment  of  the  county 
court,  accepting  their  report,  is  affirmed. 
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Jacob  Egerton  Jr.  vs.  Philo  D.  Hart  e^  aL  ^^V^^^' 

Where  a  dilatory  plea,  before  a  jiifitiee  of  the  peace,  is,  even   after  judgment         1886 
thereon,  by  the  consent  of  parties  wawed^  judgment  may  be  rendered  on  the       Egerton 
merits,  and  the  record  may  be  made  up  as  if  no  such  plea  had  been  ever  in-      HarTet  al. 
tei  posed. 

This  was  an  action  of  debt  on  a  jail  bond,  given  to  the  plaintiff 
as  sheriff  of  Rutland  county  on  admitting  Philo  D.  Hart  to  the 
liberties  of  the  prison,  when  committed  on  an  execution  in  favor 
of  Lowell  W.  Guernsey.  On  the  trial,  the  execution  of  the  bond 
and  breach  ol  its  condition  being  conceded,  the  plaintiff  showed  a 
dul  y  certified  copy  of  a  judgment  rendered  by  justice  Marsh,  of 
Shrewsbury,  on  the  )4th  day  of  January  1832,  in  favor  of  said 
Gurnesey  against  said  Hart,  on  which  the  execution  isssued  where* 
on  said  Hart  was  committed.  The  defendants  relied  on  said 
judgment  being  void,  and  introduced  a  copy  of  a  record  of  a  proceed- 
ing and  judgment  between  the  same  parties,  of  the  same  date  be- 
fore said  Justice  Marsh,  at  Shrewsbury  on  which  they  relied  to  show 
said  judgment  void.  The  record  produced  by  the  plaintiff 
showed  the  issuing  of  an  original  writ  in  an  aoition  on  a  note 
against  Philo  D.  Hart  and  George  Hart,  a  service  on  Philo 
D.  Hart  only,  and  a  judgment  against  him  only  ;  on  which  execu- 
tion issued.  The  record  produced  by  the  defendants  showed  the 
issuing  of  said  writ,  the  service  on  Philo  D.  Hart  only,  and  the 
record  then  proceeded  thus,  '^  Parties  api>eared  and  defendant 
"plead  in  abatement  to  plaintiff's  declaration ;  whereupon  plaintiff 
"  suffered  non  suit  and  paid  defendant  his  cost,  which  was  taxed  at 
"  ^4,25.  Parties  then  agreed  to  go  to  trial  on  condition  the  de- 
"  fendant  should  take  no  exceptions  to  the  body  of  the  writ. 
"  Whereupon  the  defendant  plead  in  abatement  to  the  writ,  the 
'*  service  having  been  made  on  Philo  Hart  and  issued  against 
"  Philo  and  George  Hart,  which  objection  was  deferred  for  further 
•  "consideration  by  the  said  justice,  whereupon  the  said  parties 
"  agreed  to  go  on  to  the  trial  of  the  merits,  and  in  case  the  afore- 
"  said  plea  of  abatement  prevailed,  the  defendant  to  recover  his 
"costs,  and  if  the  plaintiff  succeeded  in  supporting  his  declaration 
"on  the  merits,  then  the  plaintiff  to  recover  judgment  upon  the 
"  matters  aforesaid.  *  On  the  14th  day  of  January  1832,  it  was 
^'^  adjudged  by  the  said  justice  that  the  defendant's  plea  of  abate- 
'*  ment  was  good,  and  that  the  defendant  recover  his  costs,  taxed  at 
"  ^1,30.  And  further,  that  the  plaintiff  had  supported  his  declar-* 
"claration  and  found  for  him  to  recover  $11,52  damages  and 
"  costs,  taxed  at  $2,28."     The  county  court  decided  that  said  « 

judgment  was  not  void,  and  rendered  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  to 
which  the  defendant  excepted. 
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Rutland^        Argument  for  defendants. — ^The  case  shows  that  on  the  ^ro- 

1836.        cess  originally  sued  out,  a  judgment  of  non-suit  was  rendered. 

EgertoB      The  proccss  was  then  ended.     It  was  ^^  functus  offido,^^ 
HM-t«iai.        The  agreements  by  ihe  parties  to  revive  the  process  was  with- 
out consideration  \  it  was  a  mere  nudum  pactum. 

Argument  for  the  plaintiff, — ^The  only  question  to  be  decided 
is,  io  regard  to  the  validity  of  the  justice's  record. 

In  the  first  instance,  the  justice  in  attempting  to  make  his  rec- 
ord of  the  judgment,  endeavored  co  give  a  detailed  history  of  the 
several  pleas  in  abatement,  which  were  severally  decided  against 
the  plaintiff,  and  the  subsequent  waiver  of  those  pleas  by  the  de- 
fendants on  payment  of  the  costs,  and  the  final  agreement  of  the  par- 
ties to  take  a  trial  upon  the  merits  ;  but  in  this  attempt  to  give  a 
narrative,  he  failed  to  make  a  correct  history.  Upon  the  application 
of  the  plaintiff  for  a  copy  of  the  record,  he  so  far  corrected  his 
record  as  to  strike  out  the  narrating  part  of  the  several  pleas  in 
abatement,  and  the  subsequent  agreements  of  the  parties,  and  made 
up  his  record  as  though  no  objections  had  been  taken  and  no  agree- 
ments made. 

In  support  of  the  action  the  plaintiff  produced  a  certified  copy 
of  the  record,  which  was  perfect,  and  to  which  no  objection  could 
be  made. 

In  defence  the  defendants  produced  another  copy  purporting  to 
be  a  copy  of  the  same  record,  which  was  incorrect  and  imperfect, 
and  it  is  for  the  court  to  decide  which  of  these  copies  is  to  be  re- 
ceived as  the  true  copy  of  the  record,  or  whether  a  magistrate  has 
a  right  to  correct  his  record  and  make  it  according  to  truth,  when- 
ever he  finds  he  has  committed  an  error  in  making  up  his  record. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 
CoLLAMKR,  J. — Was  tlfis  judgment  void  ?     No  irregularity  or 
informality  can  render  a  judgment  void^  and  so  make  all  concerned 
tresspassers,  when  the  judgment  has  been  rendered  by  a  court  of 
,^   competent  jurisdiction  and  the  parties  have  had  due  notice.     It  is 
to  be  recollected  this  is  not  a  proceeding  to  reverse  the  judgment. 
But  it  is  insisted  that  really  and  in  fact  the  defendant  had  no  no- 
tice, and  there  was  no  precept.     To  show  this  the  defendants,  sug- 
gesting diminution,  produced  another  copy  of  record,  which  they 
insist  is  of  the  same  judgment,  and  shows  it  void.     Their  indenti- 
ty  is  not  certain,  and  this  oblique  manner  of  impeaching  and  re- 
versing a  judgment  cannot  be  sustained  unless  in  may  be  evidence 
to  show  it  voidy  in  fact.     On  examination  of  this  paper  we  discov- 
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er  nothing  of  that  character.  Hart  had  notice  was  present  and 
the  whole  course  was  taken  by  his  consent.  It  is  obvious  the  jus- 
tice but  attempts  to  detail  the  course  of  proceedings  too  frequent- 
ly indulged  before  justices,  especially  by  lawyers,  of  taking  one 
exception  or  dilatory  proceeding  after  another,  and  on  being  paid 
cost,  waiving  the  objection.  And  though  such  is  not  precisely  the 
language  used,  such  is  its  effect.  Such  waiver  may  as  well  take 
place  by  consent  after  a  nonsuit  as  after  a  judgment  sustaining  a 
plea  in  abatement,  which  is  constantly  done.  Indeed  after  the 
waiver  of  the  objection,  the  justice  may  treat  it,  together  with  all 
that  resulted  from  it,  as  if  it  had  never  existed.  The  proceedings 
were  in  paper  and  when  the  justice  came  to  make  up  his  record 
be  was  well  justified  in  making  it  up  as  he  delivered  it  to  the  plain- 
tiiT 

Thrall  for  plaintiff. 

Button^  Merrill  and  Ormsbee  for  defendants. 


Rutland, 

Ffbrway, 

18S6. 

Egerton 

iw. 

Hart  et  al. 


Selectmen  of  Castleton  vs.  Lewis  Miner  et  al. 

Id  the  case  of  a  warranty  against  all  elaima  of  a  certain  charaoter,  in  case  of 
■nit  iMToagfat  against  the  covenantee,  he  must  notify  tho  covenantor  or  the  ' 
judgment  will  be  considered  strictly  res  inter  alio  s  acta. 

The  warrantor  may  in  such  case  contest  the  judgment  on  its  original  merits, 
and  by  showing  it  without  just  foundation,  compel  the  covenantee  to  bear 
the  loM  of  a  payment  made  under  it,  as  a  voluntary  payment. 

But  the  covemantee  may  submit  to  pay  the  claim  even  without  suit,  and  in 
that  case  will  recover  of  the  warrantor  by  showing  it  to  have  been  a  claim 
which  be  could  not  have  resisted. 

No  obligation  rests  upon  towns,  aside  from  the  provisions  of  the  statute  to  sus- 
tain their  poor,  nor  can  they  be  compelled  to  pay  for  the  necessary  support 
of  an  acknowledged  pauper,  unless  by  express  contract  with  them  in  their 
corporate  capacity,  or  with  the  overseers  in  the  mode  pointed  out  by  statute. 

This  was  an  action  of  debt  on  bond  conditioned  to  support  the 
poor  of  the  town  of  Castleton  for  one  year  from  12th  day  of  March 
1832,  and  at  the  end  of  said  year  ^'return  said  poor  as  well  cloth" 
td  as  they  were  at  the  malcing  of  the  contract,^'  and  to  indemnify 
and  save  the  town  harmless  from  all  '^  expense,  loss  or  cost  on  ac- 
count of  said  poor." 

The  issue  joined  to  the  jury  in  the  court  below,  was,  whether  the 
defendants  had  saved  the  town  of  Castleton  harmless,  and  wheth- 
er the  town  had  been  legally  damnified  on  the  account  of  defen- 
dant's neglect.  The  bond  was  executed  in  the  name  of  the  select- 
men of  the  town. 

27 


RtJTLAjfD, 

JMruary. 
1836. 
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RuTLANOh 
Fehruary. 

1836. 
Cattleton 

v$. 
Minor  et  al. 


Tbe  plaiDtifis  gave  in  evidence  the  record  of  a  suit  and  judg- 
_  ment  in  favor  of  Isaac  Ressique  against  said  town  of  Castleton, 
with  evidence  showing  that  the  said  judgment  was  paid  by  tbe 
said  town^  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit.  It  appeared  in 
evidence  that  the  claim  on  which  said  Ressique  so  recovered  waer 
for  necessary  support  furnished  to  Mrs.  Dewey  at  bis  house  in 
Hubbardton  in  A.  D.  1832,  subsequently  to  the  execution  of  tbe 
bond  in  suit.  That  the  person  so  supported  had  been  an  annual 
charge  upon  .said  town  of  Castleton  for  several  years  and  kept  by 
said  Ressenque  sometimes  by  contract  with  the  selectmen  and  at 
others  by  agreement  with  those  who  had  contracted  to  support  tbe 
paupers  of  said  town — ^that  she  was  very  old,  entirely  helpless  and 
mcapable  of  being  removed  from  the  house  of  said  Ressique  at 
any  time  in  1832,  without  danger  to  her  life  or  health.  That  fi)r 
the  year  next  previous  to  the  execution  of  said  bond,  said  Ressi- 
que kept  said  pauper  in  virtue  of  an  agreement  made  with  one 
Lush  who  was  under  contract  with  said  town  to  support  the  poor 
of  said  town  for  that  year.  That  the  facts  aforesaid  were  known 
to  defendants  at  the  giving  of  said  bond.  That  after  the  execu- 
tion of  the  bond  in  suit  the  defendant  Miner  sent  to  said  Ressique, 
signifying  his  (said  Miner's)  determination  not  to  do  any  thing 
about  supporting  said  pauper.  Ressique  continued  to  support  ber 
until  her  death  in  June  1832.  No  evidence  was  given  tending  to 
show  that  said  Ressigue  kept  said  pauper  in  A.  D.  1832  by  di- 
rection or  request  of  the  town  or  any  of  its  officers  unless  such  re- 
quest ought  to  be  implied  from  the  facts  aforesaid.  It  did  not  ap- 
pear that  either  of  the  defendants  had  notice  of  said  Ressique's 
suit  against  the  town. 

The  court  having  expressed  their  opinion  that  upon  this  show- 
ing the  plaintiffs  were  not  entitled  to  recover  they  submitted  to  a 
non-suit  with  liberty  to  move  (he  supreme  court  to  set  the  same 
aside, 

Merrill  and  Ormsbee  for  plaintiff. — The  undertaking  of  Mi- 
ner to  support  the  poor  was  unconditional  and  absolute.  By  the 
terms  and  spirit  of  tbe  bond  he  was  obliged  to  indemnify  and  save 
the  town  harmless  in  the  premises. 

At  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  bond,  Mrs.  Dewey  was 
known  by  the  defendants  to  be  a  pauper  chargeable  on  the  town. 
She  had  long  been  supported  by  Ressique  at  the  expense  of  the 
town,  and  at  this  time,  and  until  her  death,  was  so  infirm  that  she 
could  not  be  removed  without  endangering  her  life. 
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The  town  then  was  liable  to  Ressique  who  collected  his  pay  of    I^i-and, 
the  town  in  a  legal  way,  isse. 

But  the  case  shows  that  defendant  Miner  sent  word  to  Mr.  Res-    Caatieton 

VMm 

sique  that  he  should  do  nothing  towards  the  pauper's  support.  Miner  meI. 

The  plaintiff  contends  that  after  contracting  to  support  the  poor 
be  cannot  discbarge  himself  or  the  town  by  refusing  to  Ajifil  his 

Argument  for  defendants. — ^The  judgment  in  favor  of  Ressi- 
que against  Castleton  was  rendered  on  default,  without  any  knowl- 
edge of  the  suit  being  conununicated  to  either  of  the  defendants 
until  after  the  town  was  actually  charged  with  execution. 

The  defendants  insist,  that  to  the  action  in  favor  of  Ressigue, 
the  plaintiff  had  a  good  and  legal  defence,  and  that  the  plaintiff 
should  have  either  made  that  defence,  or  afforded  the  defendants 
an  opportunity  to  make  it,  by  giving  them  timely  notice  of  the 
pendency  of  the  suit. 

The  plaintiff  having  failed  to  do  this,  it  only  remains  to  enquire 
whether  Ressique  had  any  claim,  or  cause  of  action  against  the 
town  } 

At  the  trial  below  it  appeared,  that  the  pauper,  for  whose  main- 
tainance  Ressique  recovered,  was  his  wife's  mother ;  that  neither 
the  town,  the  defendants,  nor  any  person  on  their  account,  had  ev- 
er employed  him  to  render  her  any  assistance,  and  that  all  he  had 
done  for  her,  were  mere  voluntary  acts  of  charity,  or  affection,  in- 
duced by  the  relation  subsisting  between  them« 

That  such  acts  give  no  right  of  recovery,  has  been  settled,  by 
repeated  decisions  in  our  own  state.  In  the  case  of  Middlebury 
vs.  Hubbardton,  1 D.  Chip.  205,  it  was  decided,  that  an  action  will 
not  lie,  at  common  law,  against  a  town  for  the  support  of  their 
paupers,  and  the  learned  judge  proceeds  to  say,  **'  that  k  is  equal- 
ly clear  that  such  action  cannot  be  maintained  on  the  general  pro- 
vision in  the  statute,  declaring  it  to  be  the  duty  of  each  town  to 
support  their  own  paupers."  The  same  principle  is  recognized  in 
the  case  of  Jamacia  vs.  Guilford,  2  D.  Chip.  103. 

But  the  case  of  Aldrich  vs.  Londonderry,  5  Vt  R.  441,  is  ex- 
actly in  point.  It  is  there  decided  that  no  action  can  be  maintain- 
ed against  a  town,  at  the  suit  of  an  individual,  on  the  general  pro- 
visions of  the  statute  declaring  it  to  be  the  duty  of  a  town  to  sup- 
port their  own  poor,  nor  will  any  action  lie  against  them  for  sup- 
port afforded  to  a  pauper,  unless  it  was  afforded  at  their  request,  or 
unless  there  be  a  subsequent  promise  to  pay.     In  giving  the  opin- 
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RnTLAND,    ioD  of  the  court,  the  judge  there  says,  "  No  principle  seems  to  be 
1836?'     better  settled  than  this,  that  there  is  no  implied  contract  on  the 


Cwiieton     part  of  a  town,  to  pay  for  services,  or  relief  afforded  to  a  pauper, 
Miner  at  al.    which  was  not  afforded  at  their  special  request. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

Redfield,  J. — As  the  judgment  in  favor  of  Ressique  against 
the  town  was  without  notice  to  the  defendants  or  either  of  them, 
they  are  not  in  any  way  affected  by  it.  It  is  strictly  res  inter  alioM 
acta.  How  far  the  case  might  have  been  affected  by  notice  of 
the  suit  to  defendants,  and  a  subsequent  judgment  against  the  town 
of  Castleton,  it  is  not  necessary  to  determine. 

The  question  then  must  be  determined  upon  the  character  of 
Ressique's  claim  against  the  town.  If  that  was  a  legal  claim, 
which  might  be  enforced  against  the  town,  and  he  had  brought 
suit  or  demanded  pay,  they  were  not  obliged^to  enter  into  litigation 
with  him,  but  might  pay  the  amount  due  either  before  or  after 
judgment,  and  without  notice  to  defendants.  But  in  paying  a 
claim,  as  without  giving  the  defendants,  as  warrantors,an  opportunity 
to  contest  it,  they  would  act  at  their  peril ;  and  in  a  suit  to  recover 
the  amount,  must  assume  the  burden  of  showing,  that  the  claim  was 
just  and  legal,  and  that  it  could  not  have  been  successfully  resisted. — 
Hamilton  vs.  Cults  and  wifcy  4  Mass.  349. — 9  Conn.  154,  Storm 
vs.  Hooker. 

The  question  to  be  determined  here  is,  whether  Ressique  bad 
any  legal  avoidable,  claim  upon  the  town  of  Castleton  to  reim- 
burse expenses,  which  he  had  incurred  in  the  support  of  Mrs. 
Dewey. 

It  is  admitted  there  was  no  express  contract  between  Ressique 
and  the  town.  Ressique  had  supported  her  the  year  before  /or 
the  town  by  legal  contract,  and  she  was  incapable  of  being  remov- 
ed, and  the  defendants  being  hound  to  support  her  expressly  re- 
fused so  to  do.  This  may  be  a  case  of  extreme  severity,  but  the 
court  can  see  no  just  grounds  upon  which  it  can  be  said  the  town 
were  chargeable. 

It  has  been  too  long  settled,  both  in  Westminster  Hall  and  in 
the  United  States,  that  no  obligation  now,  aside  from  that  imposed 
by  statue,  rests  upon  towns  to  sustain  their  own  poor,  to  be  brought 
in  question.  The  obligation  is  altogether  a  matter  of  positive  law, 
and  the  right  of  any  one  to  compel  towns  to  pay  for  the  support 
of  their  poor  is  one  striclijuriSf  and  cannot  be  enforced  except  in 
accordance  with  some  statutory  provision. — See  Middlebury  vs. 
Bybbardton,  1  D.  Chip.  StOS,-^ Jornada  vs.  Guilford,2D.  Chip 
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R.  103,  and  the  numerous  cases  referred  to  in  the  case  of  AI- 
drich  vs.  Londonderry, — No  obligation  rests  «pon  towns,  as  such, 
to  support  their  poor,  any  more  than  to  support  stated  preaching 
or  regular  schools.  Nor  are  towns  any  more  bound  to  this  duty, 
than  school  districts  or  county  or  any  other  public  corporations, 
aside  from  the  requisitions  of  the  statute..  Hence  it  has  always 
been  held  that  an  obligation  or  a  promise  on  the  part  of  the  town 
to  pay  for  the  support  of  their  poor,  can  never  be  implied.  The 
contract  must  always  be  express,  either  with  the  town  or  the  over- 
seer, and  in  the  latter  case  it  has  been  held,  the  overseer  must  com- 
ply strictly  with  the  privisions  of  the  statute,  or  he  does  not  bind 
the  town.  The  case  of  Aldrich  vs.  Londonderry ^  5  Vt.  R.  441, 
is  fully  in  point.  It  is  almost  the  same  case.  And  here,  although 
Mrs.  Dewey  could  not  have  been  removed,  and  was  an  acknowl- 
edged pauper  of  the  town  of  Castleton,  still  Ressique  could  not 
compel  them  to  pay  for  her  necessary  support,  except  by  appplica- 
tion  to  the  overseers  of  the  poor  of  Hubbardton,  where  the  pauper 
was.  This  he  should  have  done,  and  thus  Castleton  would  have 
been  compelled  to  defray  the  expense  of  sustaining  the  pauper, 
and  could,  in  that  case,  have  recovered  the  amount  of  defendants. 
But  as  they  have  voluntarily  paid  an  expense  which  could  not 
have  been  recovered  of  them,  they  must  bear  the  loss,  and  the  de- 
fendants thus  escape  perhaps  an  equitable  claim.  Of  this  how- 
ever we  know  nothing. 

The  judgment  of  this  court  is,  that  the  plaintifi  take  nothing 
by  their  motion,  and  that  the  judgment  of  the  court  below  is  a(^ 
finned. 


RCTTLANB, 

18S6. 

Castleton 

vs. 

Miner  el  al. 


Digitized  by  VjOOQ IC 


214  CASES  IN  THE  SUPREME  COURT 

RIJTI.1JI0,  Ezra  Wilkins  vs.  Joel  Stevens. 

February^ 


i8se. 


-  On  a  contract  for  the  delivery  of  manufactured  articles  of  a  givon  description 
at  a  g^iven  time  and  place,  if  the  quantify  specified  in  the  contract  and  of  the 
same  description,  although  not  of  the  «ame  quality,  be  delivered  at  the  time 
and  place,  and  the  defendant  proceed  to  use  part  of  the  goods  and  to  pay  part 
of  the  price,  without  objection  until  afler  a  qncslion  arises  as  to  payment, 
he  will  be  considered  as  having  accepted  the  articles  and  waived  all  claim 
for  damageJB,  or  arednction  of  the  price  stipalated,  on  account  of  any^opeii 
and  apparent  defects  therein. 

In  such  case,  if  the  articles  be  of  a  kind  usually  charged  on  book,  although  the 
contract  were  in  iDriting,  and  payment  to  be  made  in  specific  articles,  yet  if 
the  term  of  credit  has  expired,  a  recovery  may  be  had.  in  the  atsiion  of  book 
account,  provided  the  contract  is  expressed  in  dollars. 

In  such  case,  the  stipulation  being  considered  as  introduced  for  the  use  of  de- 
fendant, if  not  performed,  it  is  the  sauie  here,  although  not  at  common  law, 
as  if  the  contact  had  been  originally  payable  in  money,  and  general  indebita. 
tus  assumpsit  or  book  account  will  lie  in  this  state.  But  if  the  contract  be 
so  far  special,  that  the  object  of  the  action  is  to  recover  for  breaek  of  defend. 
ant*s  promiBe,  rather  than  the  value  of  plaintifif^part  of  the  peiformanoe  of 
the  contract,  this  action  will  not  lie. 

This  was  an  action  of  book  account,  in  which  plaintiff  claimed 
to  recover  for  certain  cart  and  wagon  hubs,  sold  and  delivered  to 
^defendant.  The  auditor  reported  for  the  plaintiff,  and  stated  the 
following  facts  as  the  basis  of  his  report.  The  contract  between 
(he  parties  was  as  follows. 

Rutland,  Feb.  26,  1833. 
"Then  agreed  Joel  Stevens  with  Ezra  Wilkins  for  100  set  of 
hubs,  to  be  deliversd  at  Rutland  East  village,  on  or  before  the 
first  of  June  next,  for  which  the  said  Joel  agrees  to  pay  the  said 
Ezra  according  to  the  prices  hereinafter  named. 

For  one  horse  hubs,  50  cts.  per  set. 

Cart  hubs,  50  cts.      do. 

2  horse  bubs,  70  cts.      do. 

Sulkey  hubs,  25  cts.      do. 

10  set  of  cart  hubs,  ^5  qq 

20  do.  2  horse  do.  14  qq 

10  Sulkey        do.  2  50 

60  1  horse       do.  30  00 


$51  50 

The  said  Joel  agrees  to  pay  the  said  Ezra  for  the  above  described 
bill  of  hubs,  when  delivered  to  Rutland,  on  demand,  seventeen 
dollars  and  fifty  cents  in  money,  $17  50 

One  pair  of  thin  boots,   two  pair  thick  boots,  2  pair 

thick  shoes,  15  00 
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Fourteen  dollars  in  fulled  clolb  at  our  common  charg-  '      Ritpi^nd, 

in^  prices,  14  00  ^ttST"' 

Five  dollars  in  cotton  sheeting,    do.     do.     do.  5  00 


$51  50 
The  above  mentioned  bill  of  hubs  the  said  Ezra  agrees  and 
binds  himself  to  make  of  good  sound  timber  and  turned  in  a  work- 
roan-like  manner,  or  pay  all  damage,  &c.  Signed  by  both  par- 
ties, and  by  plaintiff  endorsed,  ''paid  except  the  boots  and  shoes." 
It  was  further  reported  that  the  plaintiff  made  and  delivered  the 
number  and  description  of  articles  specified  above,  at  the  time  and 
place,  the  defendant  not  being  present.  The  defendant  continued 
to  use  them  without  objection,  and  paid  all  except  the  boots  and 
shoes,  saying  at  one  time  that  the  ''one  horse  wagon  hubs  were  too 
small,''  but  at  the  same  time  paying  $36  50,  and  saying  he 
should  pay  the  balance  in  a  few  days.  Accordingly  defendant 
sent  boots  and  shoes  of  an  inferior  quality,  but  of  the  general  de- 
scription specified  in  the  contract  to  plaintiff,  which  he  refused  to 
accept,  and  afterwards  defendant  put  them  to  his  own  use,  saying 
the  hubs  were  not  according  to  the  contract,  there  then  remaining 
at  the  place  of  delivery,  thirty  one  set  of  hubs  for  one  horse  wag- 
ons. The  auditor  reports  that  these  hubs  were  too  small  and 
irregular.  Exceptions  being  filed  to  the  report,  the  county  court 
accepted  it  and  gave  judgment  for  plaintiff,  to  which  defendant  ex- 
cepted, and  the  case  comes  here  for  revision. 

0.  JV.  Harman  for  defendant. — I.  The  action  of  book  ac- 
count will  not  lie  in  this  case,  because  the  articles  embraced  in  the 
plaintiff's  accounts,  were  made,  and  so  far  as  there  was  a  delivery, 
delivered,  in  pursuance  of  the  written  contract,  making  a  part  of 
the  auditor's  report. 

1.  Book  account  lies  in  general  for  such  articles  of  personal 
estate  sold  and  delivered  for  the  use  of  such  personal  things  let 
and  hired,  and  for  such  services  done  by  one  for  another,  as  are 
ordinarily  charged  on  book. — 2  Sw.  Sys.  167 — I  Aik.  Rep.  101 
—3  Vt.  Rep.  246,  ib.  469—5  Vt.  Rep.  363. 

2.  It  lies  for  "labor  done  by  the  month,  at  a  fixed  price, 
and  payable  at  a  future  day,  if  payment  is  not  made  as 
agreed."— 3  Vt.  Rep.  246—5  Vt.  Rep.  363,  Leach  vs. 
Shepherd, 

3.  Book  account  does  not  lie  to  recover  damages  arising  fiom 
the  breach  of  a  contract,  nor  when  there  has  been  a  tort  commit- 


Wtlkin» 
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ted.— 2  Sw.  Sys.  168—1  Aik.  Rep.  101—2  Aik.  Rep.  383-9 
3  Vt.  Rep.  246. 

4.  It  does  not  lie  where  there  has  been  a  special  contract  in 
writing,  under  which  the  articles  were  delivered. — Bray.  Rep.  39, 
Whdphy  vs.  Higley—i  Con.  R.  75—2  Root  Rep.  130,  John- 
son vs.  Gunn. 

5.  But  a  special  agreement,  as  to  the  mode  of  payment,  never 
precluded  this  action. — 2  Aik.  Rep.  389,  Fay  vs.  Green — 2  Vt. 
Rep.  65,  Boardman  vs.  Ketler — ib.  366,  Netoton  vs.  Higgins — 
ib.  455,  Skinner  vs.  Conani. 

6.  Book  account  will  not  lie  in  the  present  case,  because  the 
party  should  not  be  permitted  to  swear  to  the  performance  of  his 
contract,  for  if  he  may,  then  indeed,  "few  cases  will  remain,  to 
which  the  salutary  rule  of  law,  that  a  party  cannot  be  a  witness 
for  himself,  will  apply. — 1  Aik.  R.  145,  Read  vs.  Barlow — 1  Vt- 
R.  97,  same  case. 

II.  There  was  no  actual  delivery  in  this  case. 

1.  The  right  to  charge  must  exist  at  the  time  of  delivery,  and 
must  arise  in  consequence  of  such  delivery,  and  cannot  depend  on 
the  happening  of  subsequent  events. — 1  Day's  cases,  106 — 1  Aik. 
Rep.  73,  Hapon  vs.  Davis — ^id.  148,  Read  vs.  Barlow — 1  Vt* 
R.  97,  same  case — 3  Vt.  R.  469,  May  vs.  BrownelL 

2,  There  must  be  an  actual  and  not  a  constructive  delivery,  to 
authorize  this  action. — Sw.  Ev.  83 — 1  Aik,  145,  and  1  Vt.  R. 
97,  Read  vs.  Barlow. 

III.  The  contract  was  not  fulfilled.  The  report  finds,  that 
some  of  the  hubs  were  too  small  and  otherwise  defective  :  and  the 
plaintiff  having  failed  to  perform  on  his  part,  cannot  recover  of 
the  defendant. 

S.  Foot  for  plaintiff, — 1.  The  action  of  book  account  is  the 
proper  action  in  this  case^  It  has  long  been  settled  by  an  uniform 
course  of  decisions  in  Connecticut  and  in  this  state,  that  this  action 
is  the  proper  remedy  for  any  articles  of  personal  property,  sold  and 
delivered,  personal  services,  &c.  which,  in  the  ordinary  intercourse 
of  men,  are  charged  on  book.  There  can  be  no  question,  but  the 
articles  charged  in  this  case,  were  the  proper  subjects  of  book  ac- 
count. They  were  also  delivered  at  the  time  and  place  agreed 
upon  by  the  parties.  Their  having  been  deliverd  in  pursuance  of 
a  special  agreement,  cannot  deprive  the  plaintiff  of  his  remedy  in 
this  form  of  action.  The  application  of  such  a  rule  would  have 
the  effect  to  entirely  abolish  this  action ;  for  there  can  be  no  sale, 
and  consequeiuly  no  right  to  charge  an  article  on  book,  unless 
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there  be  some  agreemeot,  some  contract  respecting  it,  between  the 
parties ;  and  it  matters  not  whether  this  contract  be  express  or  im- 
plied,  verbal  or  written.  Whatever  the  contract  may  be,  as  to 
the  price,  mode  jor  time  of  payment,  it  is  competent  for  the  parties 
to  testify  in  relation  to  it,  and  if  the  contract  be  in  writing,  that 
may  be  given  in  evidence. — S€^  1  Swift,  582 — 2  Aik.  81  ^  Stevens 
et  al,  vs.  Richards  et  aL — ^Do.  886,  Fay  ei  al.  vs.  Green— 2  Vt. 
R.  366,  NewiM  vs.  fl^^w— 3  Vt.  R.  246,  Fry  vs.  SHyfidd— 
5  Vt.  R.  363,  Ltach  et  al.  vs.  Shepard— Do.  461,  Whiting  v&. 
Cbrtmt— 6  Vt.  R.  340,  Blish  et  al.  vs.  Granger. 

2.  The  auditor  has  found  that  the  hubs  were  delivered  at  the 
time  and  place  agreed  upon,  that  some  three  weeks  afterwards  the 
defendant  sent  for  and  took  home  a  load  of  the  bubs,  and  that  after 
this  the  plaintiff  called  on  him  for  his  pay,  and  received  it  in  full, 
except  the  boots  and  shoes,  which  tbe  defendant  then  promised  to 
send  soon.  He  had  thus  accepted  the  hubs,  in  fulfilment  of  the 
contract  on  the  part  of  plaintiff,  and  it  was  too  late  then  for  the 
defendant  to  refuse  payment,  on  the  ground  of  non-acceptance, 
for  tbe  insufiiciency  of  tbe  hubs. — Billings  vs.  Needham^  in  this 
court,  February  term,  1834,  (not  reported). — 6  Vt.  Rep.  340, 
BUsh  et  dX.  vs.  Granger^  and  the  cases  there  cited. 

Tbe  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

Redfield,  J. — If  there  be  any  one  subject  of  more  just  re- 
gret than  all  others,  in  relation  to  the  action  of  book  account,  it  is 
the  protracted  litigation  about  pitiful,  small  sums,  which  is  con- 
stantly growing  out  of  the  action.  We  would  be  glad  so  far  to 
define  the  limits  of  the  action,  as  to  obviate  the  necessity  of  so 
much  discussion  of  that  topic.  But  among  such  endless  variety  of 
cases,  as  are  constantly  presenting  themselves  before  us,  confusion 
rather  than  activity  is  to  be  feared. 

The  present  case,  in  principle,  is  almost  identical  with  that  of 
Blish  and  Richmond  vs.  Granger^  6  Vt.  R.  340.  But  it  is  not 
the  same  case,  and  the  defendant  insists,  cannot  be  brought  within 
the  known  limits  of  the  action  of  book  account.  Formerly  great 
diversity  of  opinion  among  tbe  profession,  and  not  a  little  upon  the 
bench,  prevailed  in  relation  to  the  policy  of  restricting  or  extend- 
in  the  boundaries  of  this  action.  And  the  mode  of  trial,  which 
obtains  by  statute  in  that  action,  is  so  different  from  proceedings  in 
trials  at  common  law,  that  there  is  very  just  grounds  for  such  con- 
trariety of  opinion.  Some,  indeed,  of  eminent  attainments  in  judi- 
cial science  and  learning,  prefer  extending  tbe  same  mode  of  trial 

28 
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to  all  action ;  while  others,  of  no  less  pretensions,  would  wish  to 
abolish  the  action  entirely.  As  in  other  cases,  in  medio  tuti^nme 
ibis. 

It  is  first  objectecl,  here  has  been  no  delivery  of  the  thirty-one 
set  of  hubs,  still  remaining  at  the  place  specified  in  the  contract ; 
but  that,  at  roost,  it  cannot  amount^o  more  t(^n  a  tender  and  re- 
fusal. If  the  property  had  only  been  tendered  at  the  time  and 
place,  and  not  accepted,  this  action  wloud  not  lie — Reed  vs.  Bar^ 
loWf  1  Aik.  145. 

But  the  defendant,  having  here  proceeded  to  use  most  of  the 
hubs  without  objection,  and  having  paid  and  offered  to  pay  the 
full  price,  must  be  considered  as  having  accepted  the  hubs,  and 
waived  all  objection  on  account  of  any  apparent  defect  therein. 
What  remedy  be  might  have  for  secret  or  latent  defects,  known 
or  not  known  to  the  plaintiff,  .but  unknown  to  defendant,  it  is  not 
necessary  to  determine.  But  an  acquiescence,  of  the  character 
shown  in  this  case,  should  preclude  him  from  now  refusing  the 
bubs,  or  claiming  datnages  or  a  reduction  in  price,  on  account  of 
the  size  or  shape  of  the  hubs,  which  must  have  been  known  to 
defendant  from  the  first.  This  is  in  accordance  with  well  estab* 
I'lshed  principles  of  common  law,  both  in  relation  to  labor  and 
goods.— 2  Starkie  Ev.  640,  641,  642,  643,  6U— Everett  vs. 
Gray,  1  Mass.  R.  101 — Fisher  vs.  Sumaday  1  Camp.  190 — 
Gritnaldi  vs.  White,  4  Esp.  cases  Nisi  Prius,  95. 

It  is  further  objected,  that  the  contract  in  this  case  precludes  the 
right  to  charge  the  articles  on  book.  But  the  contract  being  in 
writing  clearly  makes  no  difference  in  the  remedy,  whether  at  com- 
mon law  or  in  this  form  of  action.  The  law  attaches  no  higher 
importance  to  a  contract  in  writing,  in  relation  to  the  extent  or  the 
character  of  the  obligation  which  it  imposes,  than  it  does  to  a  con- 
tract resting  in  mere  words  not  reduced  to  writing.  A  written 
contract  may  be  superseded,  released  or  rescinded,  by  a  subse- 
quent verbal  contract,  upon  good  consideration.  The  maxim  of 
eo  ligamine  ^fuo  Kgatus,  which  the  law  applies  to  contracts  under 
seal,  does  not  apply  to  merely  written  contracts.  The  question 
whether  the  party  may  bring  this  action,  depends  upon  other  con- 
siderations than  the  mode  of  authenticating  the  contract. 

1.  Did  the  plaintiff  look  to  the  written  contract  for  his  remedy  ? 
Clearly  not.  For  the  written  contract  would  show  no  cause  of 
action.  That  depended  upon  the  delivery^  which  must  rest  in 
parol  exclusively,  and  be  proved  by  testimony,  without  the  writ- 
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ing.     And  this  point  is  the  very  binge  upon  which  the  right  to    ^^T^^' 
recover  rests.  lesa. 

2.  The  written  contract  contained  nothing  more  than  the  law  wukiM 
will  imply  except  as  to  the  amount  and  time  and  mode  j>(  pay* 
ment ;  and  it  has  always  been  held  that  any  special  agreement  as 
to  these  mere  mcidents  of  the  contract,  will  not  preclude  plaintiff's 
right  to  charge  the  articles  sold  or  labor  performed  on  book,  and 
recover  in  this  form  of  action. — Neuton  vs.  Biggins,  2  Vt  R. 
366— Fry  vs.  Slyfield,  3  Vt.  Rep.  246— Whiting  vs.  Cormn,  6 
Vt.  451 — Blish  et  al.  vs.  Granger ,  ubi  supra. — 

3.  It  is  urged  that  this  is  virtually  a  claim  for  damages  for  the 
breach  of  a  special  contract.  If  so,  the  action  cannot  be  sustained. 
But  we  consider  that  after  the  term  of  credit  has  expired  and  the 
obligation  tp  pay  in  money  become  absolute,  it  b  the  same  as  if 
the  contract  had  never  contained  any  stipulation  for  payment  in 
specific  or  collateral  articles.  And  in  all  those  states  where  tobac- 
co, as  in  Maryland,  or  grain  or  manufactured  articles,  as  in  many 
of  the  New  England  states,  form  a  quasi  currency^  this  doctrine 
has  always  obtained.  Hence  in  this  state  it  was  very  early  decid- 
ed, that  goods  sold  and  delivered,  or  labor  done  and  performed,  to 
be  paid  in  specific  articles,  might,  after  the  term  of  credit  had 
elapsed,  be  recovered  under  (he  general  count,  which  could,  not 
be  done  at  common  law.  There,  unless  the  payment  was  to  be 
made  in  money,  the  declaration  must  be  special,  and  damages  were 
given  for  the  non  delivery  of  the  specific  or  collateral  articles.— 
iSaunder's  R.  269  and  notes — I  Cbitty  Pleadings^  337 — 15 
Petersdorf,  435  and  notes— Tafocr  vs.  West,  Holt  N.  P.  C. 
178— 2Petersd.  421. 

But  with  us,  any  such  stipulation,  when  the  contract  is  as  in  the 
present  case,  expressed  in  dollars,  has  been  considered  as  intro- 
duced for  the  ease  of  the  debtor,  and  unless  performed,  to  be  the 
same  as  if  it  had  not  been  so  expressed  and  the  contract  stood  for 
so  many  dollars  in  the  legal  currency. 

Hence  in  every  case,  when  in  the  action  on  book,  the  parties 
claim  to  recover  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  or  labor,  &c.  if  they 
are  the  ordinary  subjects  of  book  charge  and  might  have  been  re- 
covered under  the  general  indebitatus  counts  in  asssumpsit,  they 
will  be  permitted  to  recover. 

In  whatever  form  of  action  the  plaintiff,  in  this  case,  proceeds, 
be  must  either  recover  the  $15  or  the  value  of  the  hubs,  deduct- 
ing payments  made,  and  could  never  go  for  the  value  of  the  boots 
and  shoes.     It  was  at  the  election  of  defendant  whether  to  pay  in 
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that  manner  or  not.  If  be  omitted  so  to  pay^  be  could  not  be 
permitted  to  reduce  the  sum,  named  in  the  contract,  in  dollars,  by 
shoeing  tbe  specific  articles  were  of  less  value,  nor  could  plaintiff 
be  permitted  to  show  they  were  of  greater  value* 

But  whenever  the  contract  is  so  expressed,  that  the  party  must 
go,  not  for  a  fixed  price  named  in  currency,  not  {m  the  value  of 
bis  alternative  of  tbe  obligation,  but/or  the  value  of  defendant's 
promise^  then  neither  this  action  nor  general  indebitatus  assumpsit 
will  lie.  In  this  case  there  is  no  error. 
Judgment  is  affirmed. 


ItUTLAND, 
1888. 


Richard  Howe  vs.  Harris  Hostord  ei  ah 

'  A  juBtice  of  the  peace  cannot  continue  a  cause  returnable  before  another  jo*. 
tice,  under  the  statute  of  1832,  who  is  interested  as  bail  for  tbe  proeecutioo. 

If  a  justice,  who  is  interested,  does  continue  t  c&use,  and  the  parties  appear 
at  the  time  and  place  to  which  the  cause  is  continued,  take  a  trial  on  tbe 
merits  and  make  no  objection  on  account  of  the  improper  continuance,  tbey 
cannot  afterwards  move  to  dismiss  the  cause  for  that  reason;  but  the  irregu- 
larity  in  the  continuance  is  considered  as  waived. 

This  was  a  suit  which  came  up  from  a  justice  of  the  peace  by 
appeal.  The  record  showed  that  the  cause  was  adjourned  in  the 
absence  of  the  justice  before  whom  the  writ  was  returnable,  by 
Z.  Howe,  Elsq.  who  was  bail  for  the  prosecution.  The  defendant 
moved  to  dismiss  tbe  suit,  contending  that  Howe  had  no  jurisdic- 
tion in  the  case,  and  to  the  decision  of  the  court,  dismissing  the 
suit,  the  defendant  excepted. 

J.  Clark  for  defendant — In  this  case  the  defendants  contend, 
that  Z.  Howe,  Esq.  having  been  recognized  for  costs,  in  the  suit 
continued  by  him,  had  not  jurbdiction  to  continue  it,  by  virtue  of 
the  statute. — See  acts  of  1832,  p.  3. 

By  that  act,  any  justice  of  the  peace  of  the  same  county,  who 
could  legally  try  a  cause  between  the  parties  may,  at  tbe  time, 
continue  the  cause,  if  the  justice  be  unable  to  attend. 

The  legislature  could  not  have  intended  as  insisted  by  plaintiff. 
For  in  that  case,  if  Z.  Howe  had  been  the  owner  of  the  demand  a- 
gainst  defendants,  he  might  have  continued  his  own  cause  for  the  rea- 
sons mentioned  in  the  statute,  provided  he  was  not  within  the  fourth 
degree  of  affinity  or  consanguinity  to  the  defendants,  a  coostructJOQ 
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evideotly  not  iatended  by  the  legislature.  The  continaaoce  of 
the  cause  was  a  judicial  act  and  should  have  been  performed  by  a 
disioterested  justice  of  the  peace. 

The  principle,  as  contended  for  by  the  defendants,  has  been  de- 
cided by  the  county  court  in  Addison  county. 

Z^  Howe  for  plaintiff . — In  this  cause,  the  principal  question 
presented  for  consideration  ie^  whether  a  justice  of  the  peace,  hav- 
ing  become  recognized  for  costs  of  prosecuting  a  suit  before  another 
Justice,  can,  incase  of  the  sickness  of  the  justice  signing  the  wric, 
continue  such  cause,  agreeably  to .  the  statute  of  1832  ? — See  2d 
vol.  Compiled  Laws,  p.  30. 

The  statute  provides,  ^Hhat  whenever  any  civil  process  shall 
have  been  served,  returnable  before  any  justice  of  the  peace  with- 
in this  state,  and  at  the  time  appointed  for  the  trial,  said  justice,  by 
reason  of  sickness  or  other  cause,  shall  be  unable  to  attend  at  the 
place  appointed  for  holding  the  court,  any  justice  of  the  peace,  for 
the  same  county,  who  could  legally  try  a  cause  between  the  par- 
ties, may,  at  the  time  and  place  of  trial,  continue  such  cause  to 
some  time,  when,  in  his  opinion,  the  justice  of  the  peace  who . 
signed  the  writ  will  be  able  to  attend. 

This  statute,  being  remedial,  is  entitled  to  a  liberal  construction. 
—Black,  vol.  1  p.  87  and  88,  Christian's  Note,  19. 

Should  the  statute  receive  such  construction,  the  question  is  de- 
cided at  once.  But  give  the  statute  a  strictly  literal  construction, 
and  it  confers  the  power  on  such  justice  to  perform  this  aet.  The 
language  of  the  statute  is,  ''any  justice  of  the  peace,  who  could 
legally  try  a  cause  between  the  parties,  may,"  &c.,  and  not, 
any  justice  who  could  legally  try  the  cau$e  to  be  continued.  This 
latter  expression  would  have,  unquestionably,  been  used,  had  this 
been  the  intention  of  the  legislature.  A  justice  may  have  disqual- 
ified himself  for  trying  the  cause  in  question,  by  having  formed 
and  expressed  an  opinion,  by  having  been  counsel  for  one  of  the 
parties,  by  having  become  bail  for  the  defendant,  by  endorsing  bis 
name  on  the  back  of  the  writ,  or,  as  in  the  present  case,  by  be- 
coming bail  for  the  costs  of  prosecution  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff, , 
still  such  Justice  is  authorized  to  continue  such  cause  agreeably  to 
the  provisions  of  the  statute,  at  the  same  time  giving  the  statute  a 
itrictly  K4era7  construction.  But  there  is  no  good  reason  why  this 
statute  should  not  receive  a  liberal  construction.  It  authorises  the 
performance  ol  a  mere  ministerial  act,  and  no  danger  can  be  ap- 
prehended by  giving  the  statute  that  construction,  which  will  make 
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it  operate  most  beneficially  to  prevent  the  evil  intended  to  be  pre- 
vented by  its  passage. 

Again,  this  motion  is  out  of  season.  It  being  in  the  nature  of  a 
plea  in  abatement,  it  should  have  been  made  before  the  justice. 
By  omitting  to  do  so,  this  question  was  waived  by  the  defendants. 
— Vt.  Rep.  vol.  6,  p.  509  and  511,  Kellogg  ex  parte. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 
WiLLAMS,  Ch.  J. — This  case  presents  for  consideration  the 
construction  to  be  placed  on  the  statute  of  1832,  which  provides, 
'^that  whenever  any  civil  process  shall  have  been  served,  retuma- 
able  before  any  justice  of  the  peace  within  this  state,  and  at  the 
time  appointed  for  the  trial,  said  justice,  by  reason  of  sickness  or 
other  cause,  shall  be  unable  to  attend  at  the  place  appointed  for 
holding  the  court,  any  justice  of  the  pea<:e  for  the  same  county, 
who  could  legally  try  a  cause  between  the  parties,  may,  at  the 
vime  of  trial,  continue  such  cause  to  some  time  when,  in  his  opin- 
.on,  the  justice  of  the  peace,  who  signed  the  writ,  will  be  able  to 
uttend." 

It  appears  that  Mr.  Howe,  the  justice  who  continued  the  cause, 
was  interested  in  the  same,  as  bail  for  the  prosecution.  The  act 
which  the  justice  is  required  to  perform,  in  such  cases^  is  not  to  be 
considered  as  a  mere  ministerial  act.  The  justice  must  determine 
as  to  the  time  to  which  the  trial  'is  to  be  postponed,  and  must  enter 
on  the  files  the  reasons  for  which  the  continuance  is  granted*  We 
think  the  obvious  meaning  of  the  statute  is,  that  the  justice  who  is 
to  perform  this  act,  must  be  one  who  could  try  the  cause  in  con' 
'  troversy,  and  that  a  different  construction  would  be  manifestly  ab- 
surd. The  legislature  evidently  intended  that  the  magistrate 
should  be  one  who  could  have  taken  cognizance  of  the  suit  or 
cause,  and  could  not  have  intended  to  exclude  those  magistrates 
only,  who  could  try  no  cause  between  the  parties  ;  that  is,  those 
magistrate  alone,  who  were  within  the  fourth  degree  of  consan- 
guinity and  affinity  to  the  parties.  Mr.  Howe  being  the  bail  in  the 
suit,  was  not  such  a  magistrate  as  was  authorised  by  the  statute  to 
continue  the  cause. 

But  this  was  only  an  irregularity  in  the  proceedings,  which  the 
parties  might  waive,  and  unless  seasonably  noticed,  should  be  con- 
sidered as  abandoned.  We  find,  on  examination  of  the  records, 
that  at  the  time  to  which  the  continuance  was  granted,  the  defend- 
ant did  not  insist  on  this  irregularity.  This  was  the  time  when  his 
motion  to  dismiss  should  have  been  made.    By  appearing  in  the 
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suit,  at  the  time  to  which  the  same  was  continued  ;  taking  a  trial 
on  the  merits ;  appealing  to  the  county  court,  and  not  making  any 
motion  to  dismiss  the  suit,  until  after  it  came  into  the  county  court, 
be  must  be  considered  as  having  waived  any  advantage  or  benefit 
which  he  might  have  insisted  on,  on  account  of  the  irregular  con- 
tinuance. 

The  judgment  of  the   county  court  must  therefore  be  re  vers* 
ed,  and  the  cause  remanded  for  trial. 


233 
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State  vs.  Shrewsburv. 


RUTUklTB^ 

f)ibruari/, 
1836 


The  select  men  of  a  town  haye  no  power  to  discontinue  a  road,  laid  by  the 
road  comguMionen,  or  a  committee  appointed  by  the  legislatare  or  eupreme 
or  county  eo*irt. 

This  was  an  indictment  for  not  opening  and  making  a  certain 
road,  laid  by  the  road  commissioners,  described  in  said  indictment. 
On  the  trial  the  defendant  offered  in  evidence  a  copy  of  the  re- 
cord, showing  a  discontinuance  of  said  road,  by  the  select  men  of 
Shrewsbury ;  to  which  evidence  the  attorney  for  the  government 
objected,  and  the  same  was  rejected  by  the  court.  To  which 
decision  of  the  court,  the  defendant  excepted. 

Exceptions  allowed  and  ordered  to  supreme  court. 

Argvment  for  plaintiff. — ^It  is  contended  that  the  select  men 
had  no  authority  to  discontinue  this  road. 

By  act  of  1813,  statute,  p.  439,  the  select  men  of  the  several 
towns  in  this  state  were  authorised  and  empowered  to  discontinue 
any  road  in  their  respective  towns,  &c.  except  such  as  have  been, 
laid  by  any  committee  appointed  by  one  of  the  county  courts  in 
this  state,  or  by  act  of  the  general  assembly. 

By  the  act  of  1827,  pamphlet,  p.  13,  road  commissioners  were 
created  with  full  powers,  &c.  and  by  the  10th  section  of  that  act, 
all  former  acts,  coming  within  the  purview  of  that  act,  were  re- 
pealed. 

By  this  act  the  powers  of  the  select  men  to  discontinue  roads 
laid  by  the  road  commissioners,  were  taken  away. 


Digitized  by  VjOOQ IC 


224 


CASES  IN  THE  SUPREME  COURT 


ROLAND,        In  jjov^  1881,  this  act  was  repealed  by  which  the  act  of  1813 

^8S6.       was  again  revived,  but  by  a  saving  clauae  of  this  repealing  act,  the 

^m!*^       doings  of  the  road  commissioners  were  not  to  be  afl^cted.     The 

Shrewsbury,  select  moo,  therefore,  derived  no  power  to  discontinue  roads  laid 

by  the  road  commissioners. 

The  counsel /or  defendant  grounded  the  defence  on  the  stat- 
ute of  1813. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 
Williams.  Ch.  J. — ^The  town  of  Shrewsbwy  are  indicted  for 
not  opening  a  road,  laid  out  by  the  road  commissioners.  On  trial 
they  offered  to  proviy  in  defence,  that  the  road  had  been  discontin- 
ued by  the  select  liien  of  the  town.  The  evidence  was  rejected 
by  the  county  court,  and  we  think  the  evidence  was  inadmissible. 
The  select  men  have  no  authority  to  discontinue  roads  laid  out  by 
the  road  commissioners,  a  committee  of  the  legislation,  or  a  com- 
mittee appointed  by  the  supreme  or  county  court. 

There  must,  therefore,  be  judgment  om  the  verdict. 


ROTLANO, 

Fkbruary, 
18SS. 


L£NT  Ives  vs.  Wallingford. 


.  The  select  men  and  oyerteen  of  the  poor  cannot  make  a  contract  obligatory 
on  the  town,  for  the  eupport  of  a  person  haying  a  eettlement  therein,  for  a 
greater  earn  than  five  dollars,  without  an  order  from  a  justice  of  the  peace, 
in  pursuance  of  the  SOth  section  of  the  statute  in  relation  to  settlements  and 
providing  for  the  poor. 

This  was  an  action  of  assumpsit  brought  by  the  plaintiff  to  re- 
cover for  board,  washing,  lodging,  doctoring  and  other  necessaries 
furnished  and  provided  for  one  Patty  Preston  belonging  to  and 
resident  in  said  town  of  Wallingford.  It  appeared  on  the  trial  that 
said  Patty,  on  the  24th  day  May,  A.  D.  1834,  she  being  then 
about  twenty  four  years  of  age,  became  suddenly  sick  and  remain- 
ed so  until  her  death,  in  the  month  of  December  following,  and 
during  all  that  time  required  constant  nursing,  doctoring  and  other 
necessaries ;  and  that  the  plaintiff  furnished  the  same  to  the  said 
Patty  from  the  said  34th  day  of  May,  A.  D.  1834,  to  the  day 
of  following.    It  further  appeared  on  sa^  trial,  that  two 

of  the  select  men  of  the  town  of  Wallingford  requested  the  plain- 
tiff to  take  charge  of  the  said  Patty  and  fiimish  her  with  every 
thing  necessary,  and  that  the  town  of  Wallingford  would  coropen* 
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nfe  and  pay  him  for  the  same.    It  appeared  further,  on  said  trial    ^S^JJ;J^ 
that  said  Paity,  in  October,  A.  D.  1833,  was  taken  sick,  and  for  a        1886.  ' 
short  tinnie  was  furnished  and  assisted  with  medical  advice  and  at-        'J^ 
teDdabce  by  one  of  the  select  men  of  the  town  of  Wallingfbrdj    WtUingford. 
when  she  partially  recovered  and  was  able  to  be  about ;  the  ex- 
pense of  which  medical  advice  and  attendance  was  paid  by  orders 
on' the  town  treasurer,  drawn  by  the  select  men  in  the  usual  way. 
It  also  appeared  that  said  Patty,  as  early  as  the  year  18^,  com- 
menced going  out  to  work  for  herself,  and*  continued  thus  to  work  at 
different  places  till  she  became  sick  and  deranged ;   and  she  did 
not  appear  to  have  become  chargeable  to  the  town,  except  as  has 
been  before  stated  ;  and  that  in  the  year  1833  and  1834,  when 
the  said  Patty  was  relieved,  as  aforesaid,  there  were  three  select 
men  in  said  town  of  Wallingford  and  they  were  the  overseers  q( 
the  poor.     The  court  decided  the  said  town  of  Wallingford  was 
liable  for  such  supplies  and  necessaries  as  the  plaintiff  had  fumbh- 
ed  said  Patty,  and  the  jury  returned  a  verdict  accordingly ;  to 
which  opinion  the  defendant  excepted. 

SmUhand  Onnsbee  for  defondants-^The  contract  made  with 
the  plaintiff  by  the  overseers,  b  not  binding  on  the  town. 

Where  a  poor  person,  belonging  to  a  town,  applies  to  the  over*  , 
seers  Sot  relief,  the  statute  has  pointed  out  the  way  in  which  relief 
may  be  affi>rded,  and  this  must  be  pursued.-^tatute  Ch.  47  No. 
1— See  20,  LoveU  vs.  PawnoUy  Bennington  county  supreme 
court,  Feb.  term,  \Qa!^—Middltbwry  vs.  Hubbertm,  1  Chip.  R. 
205-— Jamatca  vs.  Guilford,  2  do.  103 — Aldridge  vs.  Landan- 
dtrry,  5  Vt.  R.  448 — Londonderry  vs.  Windhmn,  2  do,  149^ 
Euex  vs.  Milton,  3  do.  17—12  Mass.  R.  833>  452—14  do.  396, 
448—4  Con.  R.  553—8  John.  R.  249,  323—16  do.  281—18 
do.  382. 

lAnsIey  and  Briggsfor  plaintiff^. — It  appearing  from  the  case, 
that  the  town  of  Wallingford  was  liabh  to  support  the  pauper,  the 
only  question  is,  whether  the  supplies  were  furnished  under  such 
authority  as  will  bind  the  town  ? 

I.  A  majority  of  the  select  men,  as  overseers  of  the  poor,  are 
competent  to  make  a  valid  contract  that  will  bind  the  town. — Stat- 
ute 370,  2d  sec.— itftrfrf/ffcury  vs.  Rood,  7  Vt.  R.  125. 

II.  The  only  remaining  question  is,  can  the  select  men,  as 
overseers,  make  a  valid  contract  for  the  support  of  the  poor,  with- 
out an  order  from  a  justice  of  the  peace  ? 

1.  The  statute  having  required  the  towns,  peremptorily,  to  sup- 
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CASS^^  0^ff,  r/jat  those  officers  elected 
'  ff^^^f^;^^"'/'  ****'*^  ^^^^  power  to  fulfil  the 
^  ^  th^P^'^per^'^^i  If  the  select  men,  as  overseers 
g:ir  ^P*^g''P^.fL^&  ro  support  the  poor,  then  the  town 
-0^^'^^'^b^'^  ^  tm'  ^y  ^^^^^  agents.  To  hold  that  over- 
fLhf^  o^^^lIot^^^,  ^rnhannooti  as  a  iustice  may  order,  is  in- 


0.^ 


c0^ 


doii» 


such  support  as  a  justice  may 


aO"^^^  tapoD  tte  action  of  the  town,  entirely  inconsist- 

^Ifosiog  *  ^^^igBtioa  resting  upon  them.     The  justice  being  no 

ept  ^^  ^^  ^^  cannot  be,  in  any  manner,  controlled  by  them. 

oficer^^^   of  the  2d  section,  requiring  the  overseers  to  pro- 

7V  ^^  atirses,  physicians  and  surgeons,  in  such  case  as  they 

^^(y  of  them  shall  judge  necessary,  &c.,  is  entirely  in- 

of  •  ^^j^  ^iiii  the  idea  that  their  action  is  to  be  controlled  by  a 

^£of  the  peace. 

^  The  20tb  section  of  the  statute  is  only  applicable  to  those 

^^  yfbere  the  pauper  has  never  been  relieved  by  the  town. 

The  pauper  in  this  case  having  been  before  relieved  by  one  of  the 

select  men,  and  his  acts  adopted  by  the  payment  of  the  bills,  no 

jWiclal  enquiry  was  necessary  to  charge  the  town, 

3.  The  20th  section  of  the  statute  is  only  applicable  to  those 
eases  where  a  person  has  not  been  supported  by  the  town,  but  re- 
quires some  assistance  in  aid  of  his  own  exertions.  The  2d  sec- 
tion enacts,  that  every  town  shall  relieve,  support  and  maintain, 
&c«  ReUef  and  support  are  very  di£%rent  things.  The  20th 
section  says,  that  if  any  poor  person  shall  apply  for  relief,  mani- 
festly contemplates  something  different  from  support.  The  5th 
section,  imposing  a  penalty  on  the  overseers  in  certain  cases,  omits 
the  word  're/teve,'  because  the  case  to  which  the  section  is  appli- 
cable, obviously  contemplates  an  entire  support. 

4.  If  it  should  be  considered  that  the  overseers  of  the  poor  can 
only  draw  money  from  the  treasury  in  the  manner  pointed  out  un- 
der the  2lBth  section,  yet  it  by  no  means  follows  that  they  cannot 
make  a  valid  contract  for  the  support  of  the  poor. 

6.  The  select  men  have  powers  far  more  extensive  than  over- 
seers, and  are  competent  to  charge  the  town  by  their  contract. 

6.  The  construction  contended  for  would  make  the  statute 
wholly  inapplicable  to  numerous  cases.  A  pauper  in  sickness  re- 
quures,  it  may  be,  a  daily  charge  in  its  support.  What  would  be 
an  awple  provision  to-day  might  be  wholly  insufficient  to-monow. 

7.  Tlie  construction  which  the  statute  has  received  through  the 
state  from  its  passage  to  the  present  time,  should  he  degisive  upon 
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this  point;  for  if  it  is  considered  that  the  meaning  of  the  SOth  sec- 
tion is  doubtful,  yet  a  construction  has  been  adopted  by  general 
consent,  which  ought  not  to  be  disturbed.  *^" 

8.   The  20ih  section  is  merely  directory  to  the  overseers,  and   Wammford 
cannot   affect  a  third  person  who  contracts  with  them  in  their  offi- 
cial capacities ;    for  they  have  no  means  of  knowing  whether  the 
overseers  have  obtained  the  requisite  order. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 
Williams,  Ch.  J. — ^The  question  in  tliis  case  b,  whether  the 
town  is  liable  for  the  contract  of  the  overseers  of  the  poor.    The 
uoderlakiug,  or  promise  relied  on  by  the  plaintiff  to  charge  the 
defendant,  was  made  by  the  select  men  or  overseers  of  the  poor. 
The  authority  of  the  select  men  is  not  more  extensive,  when  they 
act  as  overseers  of  the  poor,  than  if  they  had  been  elected  to  the 
latter  office  alone.     As  their  power  is  given  by  statute,  so  the  ex* 
tent  of  their  authority  is  to  be  learnt  from  the  provisions  of  the 
statute.     An  opinion  has  beeD2entertaioed,*and  has  been  iodh-ecdy  . 
asserted  in  this  case,  that  the  powers  of^tbe  overseers  of  the  poor 
to  bind  the  town,  are  unlimiled ;  that,  under  the  second  section  of 
the  statute  for  the  support  of  the  poor,  and  designating  the  duties 
and  powers  of  the  overseers,  they  may  make  any  contract  for  the 
relief,  support  and  maintenance  of^  the  poor,  [and  ^that  such  con- 
tracts will  be  obligatory  on  the  town.    On  the  other  hand  it  b 
coDtended,  that,  by  tlie  20th  section  of  the  same  sutute,  the  over- 
seen of  the  poor  are  limited  in  the  amount  of  their  expenditures, 
either  to  the  sum  of  five  dollars,  or  such  further  sum  as,  tMi  a  con- 
sultation with  a  justice  of  the  peace,  may  be  ordered  by  him.     As 
the  practice  in  different  parts  of  the  state,  under  thb  statute,  has 
been  dissimilar,  and  as  it  is  contended  that  a  practice  has  very 
generally  prevailed,  which  would  seem  to  render  the  SOth  section 
wbdly   inoperative  and  useless,  it  becomes  necessary  to  turn  our 
attention  to  different  parts  of  the  statute,  and  learn  whtt  are  its 
provisions.     We  might  consider  the  question  before  us  as  settled 
by  the  authority  of  adjudged  cases.     In  the  case  of   fVashbume 
vs.  the  town  of  Venimy  in  Windham  county,  Feb.  1832,  a  ques- 
tion  prwsisely  similar  to  the  one  under  consideration,  was  raised 
and  decided  by  the  court;   and  on  the  authority  of  that  case, 
another,  in  Bennington  county,  Veh.  1833,  of  Lwel  vs.  tht  i<mn 
of  Poumaly  was;decided.     As  those  eases  are  not  reported,  it  has 
been  supposed  in  the  argument,  that  tbeyjwere  decided  upon  other 
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AuTLAMD*    grounds  than  upon  the  construction  of  the  section  of  the  statute 

'^SS7'    before  named ;  we  have,  howevetf  since  the  argunient,  in  addition 

lv«        to  the  riecoUection  of  those  of  our  brethren,  who  were  present  when 

Waiiwgford*  those  cases  were  decided,  ascertained  that  the  court  decided  and 

intended  to  decide,  that  the  overseers  of  the  poor  could  make  no 

'  promise  to  bind  the  town  for  the^upport  of  a  person  who  had  not 

been  a  pauper  of  the  town,  except  in  such  cases  as  are  within  the 

section  of  the  statute  before  mentioned,  or  within  one  or  the  other 

of  the  provisions  to  that  section. 

It  will  be  remembered  that  the  obligation  of  a  town  to  relieve 
and  support  the  poor,  b  created  by  statute.  In  an  individual  the 
exercise  of  charity  is  a  duty,  yet  it  is  one  of  imperfect  oUigaticNi. 
The  duty  of  a  town  is  entirely  a  legal  obligation,  and  cannot  be 
enforced  either  between  towns,  or  between  a  town  and  an  individual, 
except  by  statute.  The  second  section  of  the  statute  makes  it  the 
duty  of  every  town  '^  to  relieve,  support  and  maintain  their  own 
poor."  It  requires  the  overseers  of  the  poor  to  [relieve,  support 
and  maintain  all  the  poor,  lame,  blind,  sick  and  others,  inhabitanu 
ufithinsuch  town  or  place,  who  are  not  able  to  maintain  themselves,'' 
and  to  provide  suitable  houses,  nurses,  physicians,  &c.,  and  also, 
to  take  effectual  measures  to  prevent  the  poor  resident  within  the 
town  from  strolling  into  any  other  town.  This  section  probably 
embraces  all,  or  nearly  all  the  cases  in  which  refief  is  tobeaffi>rded 
by  a  tovH).  It  is  evident  however  that  the  duty  created  by  thb 
section  has  not  been  considered  as  absolute,  so  that  witliout  any 
further  provisions,  an  action  could  be  maintained  against  a  town  for 
the  support  of  a  pauper,  on  their  neglect  to  support  him.  It  b 
true  it  was  at  one  time  held,  that  an  action  might  be  maintained  by 
one  town  against  another,  for  expenses  of  supporting  a  pauper, 
without  an  order  of  removal.  This  idea  has  however  been  repodi- 
ated,aud  the  later  decisions  have  been,that  no  action  can  be  maintain- 
ed by  one  town  against  another  for  the  support  of  their  poor,  except 
under  tbt  4th  and  11  th  sections  of  ihe  statute.  Under  the  4th  there 
must  be  an  order  of  removal,  and  no  part  of  the  expenses  for  socb 
support,  antecedent  to  such  order,  can  be  recovered. — Londonder" 
ry  vs.  Windhamy  2  Vt.  R.  149.— Essex  vs,  JM«on,  3  Vt.  R.  17. 
It  b  also  very  evident,  that  an  individual  can  maintain  no  adios 
against  a  town  for  advance  made  for  the  support  of  a  person  poor 
and  in  need  of  relief,  by  provbg  the  destitute  condition  oCtfae  per* 
son  to  whom  the  advances  were  made,  unless  there  was  some  con* 
tract  on  the  part  of  the  town  by  their  authorized  agentfi.  The 
second  section  of  the  statute  can  therefore  have  no  efiect  on  tllB 
question  now  before  ns. 


9 

Digitized  by  VjOOQ IC 


OF  THE  STATE  OF  VERMONT.  9S9 

The  traoaieQt  person .  who  may  be  suddenly  taken  sick,  or  lime,    ^7^^ 
or  be  olberwise  disabled  and  iameed  of  relief^  does  not  coie  wkh-       isseT' 
ID  the  temis  of  the  90tb  aection,  whiob  provides  only  for  poor  per-       ^^** 
sons  beloi^^ing.  to  any  town  or  district.    In  the  case  of  the  tran-  w»Uwkibrd. 
aient  poor,  the  whole  duty  of  providing  for  their  support  is  kid 
upon  the  overseers  of  the  poor,  of  the  town  where  the  person,  in 
need  of  relief,  happens  to  be  ;  the  expenses  of  which  are  to  be 
reimbursed  hy  the  town  or  place  of  such  person's  legal  settlement, 
or  by  the  relations  of  such  person,  liable  by  law  for  his  or  her  sup- 
port. 

It  m^  be  doubtful  whether  the  20th  section  applies,  in  the  first 
instance,  to  the  poor  who  are  removed  to  the  town  of  their  settle* 
tiiem,  according  to  the  3d  and  4th  sections  of  the  statute.  Such 
poor  persons  are  to  be  lodged  with  the  overseers  of  the  poor  of 
the  town  or  place,  to  which  the  removal  is  had  ;  and  by  the  5tfa* 
section,  a  penalty  is  laid  on  the  overseers  of  the  poor,  who  refuge 
to  receive  or  neglect  to  provide  for  the  support  and  muntainance  of 
such  persons.  These  three  sections,  the  8d,  4th  and  6th  apply  to 
a  particular  class  of  poor.  They  may  be  considered  as  embracing 
all  the  provisions  which  are  necessary.  As  there  must  be  an  ad- 
jucarion  by  a  regular  tribunal,  which,  until  reversed  or  appealed 
from,  decides  the  question  of  the  settlement  of  the  pauper  of  his 
being  chargeable  or  likely  to  be  chargeable,  and  commencing  the 
relation  of  town  pauper;  probably  the  overseers  of  the  poor,  to 
which  the  pauper  is  removed,  might  provide  for  the  support  of 
sucb  person  and  make  a  contract  binding  on  the  town,  without 
complying  with  the  requisitk>ns  of  the  20th  section.^  This  question 
however  is  not  before  us  in  the  present  case,  and  the  remarks  are 
only  made  because  reliance  has  been  had,  by  the  counsel  for  the 
phiotiff,  on  the  provisions  ot  the  2d,  3d,  4th  and  Stb  sectksns,  aa 
having  a  bearing  on  this  cause.  In  all  other  cases  of  poor  persons 
beloDgiDg  to  a  town  and  applying  for  relief,  and  when  tbe  relation 
of  town  pauper  has  not  commenced,  we  consider  that  the  90th  sec- 
tion must  govern,  and  its  provisions  must  be  complied  witi^  or  the 
town  cannot  be  made  liable  for  a  greater  sum  than  five  dollars,  9or 
can  a  sum  exceeding  that  be  drawn  from  the  treasury  unless  upon 
an  order  maiie  by  a  justice  of  the  peace  on  consultation  with  the 
overseers  of  the  poor.  To  consider  this  sectk»  as  merely  direc- 
tory, would  render  it  entirely  useless  and  nugatory,  and  would  be 
a  repeal  of  the  statute.  The  sectbn  is  positive  hi  itft  n'ovibions, 
and  it  ia  proUbitory  upon  the  overseers,  of  the  poor  as  to  making 
any  other  or  farther  allownaoe  than,  what  shall  be  directed  by  the 
ofdir.    li  waa  intanded  aa  a.  limitatbn  on  the  amhoritgp  (^  tlie 
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ftirriAtiD,  agents  of  the  town,  and  also  to  relieve  iliose  agents  from  the  entire 
183$/'  responsibility  of  determining  who  were  the  proper  ol:gects  of  the 
iv«ii        relief,  provided  for  the  poor,-  and  of  the  extent  of  the   relief 

WaUingfiird.  to  be  affected.  The  provisions  of  this  sectbn  and  the  first 
providing  clause  are,  that  if  any  poor  person,  belonging  to  a  town, 
shall  apply  for  relief  to  the  overseer  or  overseers  of  the  poor,  if 
he  is  under  the  necessity  of  immediate  relief,  the  overseers  may 
draw  on  the  treasurer  of  the  town  for  a  sum  not  exceeding  five 
dollars  for  that  purpose,  without  any  application  to  a  juftic^  of  the 
peace ;  but  if  the  necessity  is  not  so  pressing,  or  if  a  greater  sum 
is  wanted,  the  overseer  or  overseers  of  the  poor  are  to  make  ap- 
plication to  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  the  county,  and  tlie  justice, 
together  with  the  overseer  or  overseers,  are  to  enquire  into  the 
state  and  circumstances  of  the  persons  applying,  and  if  it  appears 
.  to  them  that  the  person  is  in  indigent  circumstances,  the  justice  is 
to  give  an  order  in  writing  to  the  overseers,  to  make  such  allow- 
ance weekly  or  otherwise  to  such  poor  person,  as  they  in  their  dis- 
cretion shall  think  his  circumstances  require  ;  and  this  order  is  their 
jiuthority  to  draw  money  from  the  treasury  of  the  town.  To  make 
ihe  town  of  Wallingford  liable  to  the  plaintiff,  under  the  circum- 
stances detailed  in  the  bill  of  exceptions,  would  be  to  enable  a  ma- 
jority of  the  overseers  of  the  poor,  to  leap  over  the  provisions  of 
the  statute,  and  to  charge  the  town  ad  libitum^  for  the  support  of 
any  person  they  might  direct  and  to  any  amount.  We  are  confi- 
dent they  had  no  such  power,  and  that  the  town  are  not  liable. 

The  provisions  of  this  section  are  so  plain,  it  is  a  matter  of  some 
astonishment  that  they  should  ever  have  been  disregarded  ;  more 
particularly,  as  we  find  that  there  has  always  existed  in  this  state, 
a  similar  limitation  on  the  authority  of  the  overseers  of  the  poor. 
By  the  first  statute  on  the  subject  of  supporting  the  poor,  passed 
in  1779,  Siade's  State  Papers,  878,  authority  was  given  to  the 
select  men,  as  overseers  of  the  poor,  when  they  were  chosen,  **to 
''expend  or  disburse,  out  of  the  town  stock  or  treasury,  what  they 
''  shall  judge  necessary  from  time  to  time,  ibr  the  relief  and  sup- 
*'  port  of  any  of  the  poor  belonging  to  their  towns,  so  far  as  to 
"  Ihe  amotunt  of  im  pounds;  and  if  more  be  needful,  the  said  9e* 
''lectmen,  or  overseers,  or  the  major  part  of  them,  shall,  with  ttie 
''  advice  of  the  auihoriiy  of  that  town,  (if  any  there  be,)  expend 
''  and  disburse  what  shall  be  by  them  judged  needful  for  the  relief 
''  of  the  poor,  as  aforesaid."  A  statute  in  terms  precisely  similar 
had  existed  in  Connecticut.  On  the  revision  of  our  statutes  in 
March  1787,  a  similar  provision  was  nmde  nearly  in  the  same 
vords,  with  this  difference,  that  the  snm  which  the  overseers  were 
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authorised  to  expeod,  without' the  advise  of  the  authority  of  tiie 
towoy  was  limited  to  four  pounds.  In  these  statutes  it  was  provi- 
dedy  that  if  there  wa^  no  justice  of  the  peace  in  the  town,  the  se- 
lectmen or  overseers  were  empowered  to  act  as  fully  as  if  they 
had  such  advice.  Our  present  statute,  which  was  passed  in  1797, 
limited  the  expenditures  by  the  selectmen  or  overseers  to  five  dol- 
lais ;  and  further  provides  that  if  there  is  no  justice  of  the  peace 
in  the  town,  the  overseers  shall  make  application  to  any  justice  of 
the  peace  in  the  oounty  ;  thus  confining  their  authority  as  to  ex- 
penditures at  the  expense  of  the  town,  or  to  charging  the  town, 
to  that  sum,  and  no  more. 

The  result  to  which  we  come  is,  that  the  overseers  of  the  poor 
of  Wallingford  were  not  authorized  to  make  the  contract  in  ques- 
tion to  charge  the  town  ;  and  for  that  reason,  the  judgment  of  the 
oounty  court  must  be  reversed,  and  a  new  trial  granted.  Wlieth- 
er  the  circumstances  of  the  case  are  such,  that  they  will  be  liable 
to  the  amount  of  five  dollars,  must  depend  on  the  facts  which  may 
be  made  to  appear  on  another  trial. 


Rutland, 

Febnutry. 
_I83«_ 

Ivtn 

r.9. 
Wallinglbrd. 


Joel  Stevens  vs.  Ezra  Wilkins.  UmuMo-r 

When  a  plaintiff  prayi  out  a  writ,  and  oiusea  the  lame  to  ho  tfer?od«  if  tho  of.         1886. 
ficer  ne^leotf  to  return  the  writ  to  the  justice,  no  action  will  lie  afrainit  the 
plaintiff  at  the  suit  of  the  defendant  for  the  costs  incurred  in  consequence 
of  each  neglect. 

This  was  an  action,  on  the  the  case.  The  plaintiff  states  in  his 
declaration  that  the  defendant  sued  out  a  writ  against  him,  which 
was  signed  by  R.  Gibson  E^sq.  justice  of  the  peace,  and  delivered  to 
Fitch  a  sheriff's  deputy,  who  arrested  the  body  of  the  plaintiff, 
took  bail^  made  his  return  thereon,  and  delivered  it  to  Solomon 
Foot  Esq.  the  attorney  of  the  defendant,  whose  name  was  indors- 
ed as  attorney  on  the  said  writ,  and  that  the  defendant  did  not, 
nor  did  any  one  for  him,  deliver  said  writ  to  the  justice  at  any  time 
before  the  hour  therein  appointed  for  the  appearance  of  the  plain- 
tiff, nor  within  two  hours  thereafter.  The  plaintiff  then  avers  that 
he  appeared  at  the  time  and  place  of  trial  with  his  witnesses,  but 
the  defendant  did  not  appear,  nor  did  the  justice  before  whom  the 
writ  was  returnable. 

To  this  declaration  the  defendant  demurred  generally,  and  join- 
der.  '  The  court  below  gave  judgment  for  plaintiff;  to  which'  de- 
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cision  the  deiemdani  exeeptedj  and  the  cause'  war  passckl  to  tbb 
court  Tor  revision. 

S.  Foot  for  defendant. — 1 .  Tlie  issuing  of  the  writ,  was  a  ju- 
dicial act,  the  act  of  the  magistrate,  arid  not  of  the  party.  The 
party  had  a  right  to  sue  out  his  wHt,  and  it  is  not  contended  other- 
wise, as  this  is  not  a  suit,  for  malicious  prosecution.  The  statute, 
page  136  provides,  that  if  an  action  be  not  entered,  within  two 
hours,  from  the  time  the  writ  is  itiade  returnable,  it  shall  not  be 
entered  at  all,  unless  by  consent  of  the  parties.  If  the  action  be 
not  entered  within  this  time,  whether  in  consequence  of  the  writ  hot 
being  returned,  or  the  absence  of  the  magistrate,  it  merely  oper- 
ates 89  a  discontinuance  of  the  suit. — 10  John.  367,  and  defen- 
dant cannot  recover  cost  except  by  obtaiiling  judgment,  or  non- 
suiting the  plaintiff.— 1 1  John.  407.  * 

2.  It  appears  from  the  declaration  in  this  case,  that  the  writ  was 
given  to  the  proper  officer,  and  legal  service  made  by  him,  and  it 
was  his  business,  his  duty,  agreeably  to  the  directions  contained  in 
the  precept,  to  return  it  to  the  subscribing  magistrate.  It  was 
not  enough  for  him,  to  send  the  writ  to  the  plaintiff's  attorney  to 
be  returned  by  him  to  the  magistrate.  The  attorney  might  or 
might  not  attend  at  the  trial.  This  would  not  necessarily  follow 
from  the  fact,  of  his  appearing  to  be  the  attorney  on  the  writ. 
And  if  such  attorney  receive  the  writ  from  the  officer,  even  with 
a  promise,  express  or  implied  to  return  it  to  the  magistrate,  he,  no 
less  than  any  other  person  so  receiving  it,  acts  simply  in  the  capac- 
ity of  the  officer's  agent,  for  a  particular  purpose.  If  be  fail  to 
return  it,  his  liability  is  only  to  the  officer,  for  the  non-performance 
of  a  special  undertaking.  The  officer's  liability,  for  the  non-re- 
turn of  the  precept  is  not  discharged.  It  cannot  be  shifted  from 
himself,  upon  his  special  agents,  and  least  of  all,  can  it  be  thrown 
from  the  officer,  upon  the  plaintiff,  the  very  party  presumed  to  be 
most  injured  in  such  case,  for  not  returning  his  writ  in  due  season. 
Whatever  may  have  been  the  obligation  of  the  attorney  in  this 
instance,  it  could  not  affect  the  liability  of  the  plaintiff,  especially 
when  no  collision  between  thetn  is  charged. 

3.  If  the  defendant  be  liable  at  all,  upon  the  facts  alleged  in  the 
plaintiff^s  declaration,  it  can  only  be  for  a  malicious  prosecution. 
Such  is  not  the  present  action. 

Mr.  Barman  for  plaintiff . — 1.  The  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  re- 
cover upon  the  general  principle,  laid  down  by  Sir  William  Biack- 
stone^  and  recognized  by  this  court,  at  their  last  July  Term,  that 
*'  for  every  wrong  there  is  always  a  remedy." 
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2.  It  is  not  a  suffioif  nt  objection  to  tliU  actjoOy  that  the  plaintiff    ^?JJ^^' 
may,  perhaps,  have  a  claim  for  damages  upon  the  oflfcer  ybo  serv-       twa. 
ed  the  writ  in  favor  of  H'ilkitw  vs.  Sievens.     Remedies  are  fre-     *%;•**• 
quentiy  manifold  ;  an*!  though  the  oflicer  may  have  rendered  him-     WiikiM^ 
self  liable  to  the  present  plaintiff,  yet, 

3,  It  also  appears  from  the  pleadings,  that  the  plaintiff  has  been 
aggrieved  by  the  wilful  act  of  the  defendant,  in  reoeiving  tbe  wrU 
from  the  officer  and  withholding  it  from  the  justiee,  altbough  be 
might  have  delivered  it  to  that  magistrate. 

Had  the  writ  been  returned,  the  cause  might  have  been  contia* 
ued  by  another  justice. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 
Williams,  Ch.  J  — The  declaration  sets  forth  no  wrongful  act 
of  the  defendant,  which  has  occasioned  any  injury  to  the  plaintiff. 
If  the  attorney  of  Mr.  Wilkins  was  negligent  in  not  returning  the 
writ  to  the  justice,  his  neglect  cannot  be  considered  as  the  act  of 
Mr.  Wilkins,  nor  can  he  be  accountable  for  the  fault  of  his  aMor- 
ney  in  this  particular.  The  deputy  sheriff,  who  served  the  writi 
was  bound  to  return  the  same,  and  if  he  failed  to  perferm  his  dujty, 
be  IS  liable  to  any  one  who  has  been  injured  thereby.  There  is 
no  reason  for  making  the  defendant  chargeable  for  a  neglect  which 
he  neither  caused  nor  procured,  and  which  was  probably  as  inju- 
rious to  him  as  to  the  plaintiff  in  this  action.  As  this  declaration 
sets  forth  no  facts  which  can  render  the  defendant  liable,  judgment 
roust  be,  that  the  declaration  is  insufficient.  It  is  of  no  tmpoF- 
tance  for  us  to  consider  what  other  remedy  this  plaintiff  may  have. 
He  must  pursue  such  other  and  further  remedy  as  he  may  be  ad- 
vised will  be  appropriate  to  his  case.  Possibly  he  might  have  ob* 
tained  a  judgment  for  his  cost,  at  the  time  the  writ  was  returnable 
to  the  justice,  whether  it  was  returned  or  not,  by  entering  a  com- 
plaint for  that  purpose  to  the  justice ;  but  whether  he  could  or  not, 
is  not  a  question  now  before  us,  and  has  not  been  considtered  or 
reflected  on.  The  judgment  of  the  county  court  must  be  reversed, 
and  judgment  entered  for  the  defendant  to  recover  his  cost. 
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^J2Uj^»  Probate  court  vs.  David  Merkiam. 

*^^'  The  lettloment  of  an  executor's  or  administrator's  account,  before  the  court  of 
probate,  unappealed  from,  is  conclusiye  upon  eyerv  subject  adjudicated  op. 
on.  The  heirs,  legatees  or  creditors  cannot,  in  a  suit  on  the  probate  bondp 
sheur  as  a  breach,  that  the  sale  of  the  real  estate  was  fraudulent  and  in  fact 
sold  to  the  executor  or  admiuistrator  at  less  thati  its  value,  but  should  have 
contested  the  account  of  the  administrator  before  the  court  of  probate  whore 
the  administrator  was  charged  with  the  amount  of  sales. 
Soeh  settlement  does  not  preclude  the  heirs,  legatees  or  creditors  from  proTing 
that  other  property  came  into  the  hands  of  the  adrainislrator  or  executor,  of 
which  no  account  is  rendered. 
When  an  executor  or  administrator  is  indebted  to  the  testator  or  intestate,  be 
must  charge  himself  with  the  amount  due  from  him,  if  solvent,  or  it  will  be 
a  breach  of  his  bond. 

Qtisrs.    Whether,  if  the    executor  or  administrator  was  wholly  insolvent,  a 
recovery  could  be  had  on  the  bond  for  the  amount  of  such  debt  7 

A  full  Statement  of  this  case  is  comprised  in  the  opinion  of  the 
court. 

Merrill  and  Ormsbee  for  plaintiff. — It  is  said  in  Starkie's  Evi- 
dence»  vol.  I,  p.  252,93d  sec.  ''a  judgment,  decree  or  senteace 
may  be  impeached  by  proof  that  such  judgment  never  existed,  or 
was  void  ah  initio;  secondly,  that  it  was  fraudulent  and  covinous ; 
and  thirdly,  that  it  has  been  revoked. 

The  plaintiff  in  this  case  offered  to  prove  by  parol  evidence, 
that  the  settlement  of  his  account  was  fraudulent  and  covinous  ; 
.  and  it  is  a  well  settled  rule  of  law  and  equity,  that  fraud  is  an  ex- 
trinsic, collateral  act,  which  vitiates  all  transactions,  even  the  most 
solemn  pi'oceedings  of  courts  of  justice. — Starkie  vol.  2  pages  586-7. 

The  settlement  with  the  probate  court  comprehends  all  the 
proceedings  of  the  executor  in  the  performance  of  the  conditions 
of  his  bond,  and  it  cannot  justly  be  said  that  we  go  back  to  pro- 
ceedings anterior  to  the  allowance  to  make  out  the  fraud,  when 
we  offer  to  show  that  the  account  allowed  by  the  probate  court 
was  false  and  fraudulent  any  more  than  when  we  offer  to  show  that 
there  was  trick  and  artifice  practiced  at  the  time  of  its  allowance, 
because  it  is  one  continued  act  of  fraud.  We  cannot  go  back  of  a 
judgment  to  show  an  usurious  contract  upon  which  it  was  founded. 

The  bond  b  an  independent  security  for  the  faithful  adminis- 
tration of  the  estate.  In  this  case  it  is  alleged  in  the  declaratk>n 
that  the  executor  fraudulently  sold  the  estate  for  less  than  its  value 
and  procured  it  purchased  in  for  his  own  benefit,  and  in  rendering 
his  account  has  charged  himself  with  what  he  gave,  but  not  with  the 
value  over  and  above  what  he  gave.  He  pleads  his  administratkm 
settlement  in  bar  of  the  plaintiff^s  claim  for  this  balance.    The 
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plaintiff  denies  that  he  has  rendered  a  true  accounti  and  oflbn  to    Rotlanv, 
prove  that  he  has  fraudulently  kept  back  a  part  of  the  estate. —       iST^' 
See  Gordon  vs.  Oappy  5  Vt.  R.  129— Warren  vs.  Powers,  S  Probrnt^Oourt 
Con.  R.  373.     Let  it  be  granted  that  decisions  of  courts  of  com-     MerriwB. 
petent  jurisdiction  are  binding  for  and  agsunst  the  parties  and  pri- 
vies thereto,  this  rule  does  not  extend  to  matters  that  clearly  were 
not  directly  in  issue  and  were  not  adjudicated  upon. — Darling  vs. 
Hull,  5   Vt.  R.  91— fVhiling  vs.   Chruin,  5  Vt.  R.  451—1 
Storkie202— 6  Vt.  R.20. 

It  is  not  contended  that  the  same  matters  decided  by  the  pro- 
bate court,  may  be  redecided,  but  it  is  contended,  that,  although 
he  rendered  an  account,  he  did  not  render  a  true  account,  and  the 
plaintiff  seeks  a  recovery  here  for  what  he  can  prove  was  fraudu- 
lently keot  back  by  the  executor  and  of  which  no  account  has 
been  rendered. 

Neither  can  the  allowance  of  the  account  by  the  probate  court, 
unappealed  from,  be  construed  into  a  release  of  the  principal  or 
surety  in  the  bond.  In  the  case  of  a  jail  bond,  a  discharge  of  the 
principal  by  a  court  of  jail  delivery  does  not  cure  a  breach  of  the 
bond  committed  before  the  discharge. — Story's  Conflict  of  Laws, 

p.  499 ^Starkie  on  Evidence,  part  2d,  sec.  77,  79  to  83 — So,  in 

case  of  a  discharge  fraudulently  procured— 6  Vt.  R.  p.  251, 
Bicliardi  and  Truesdall  vs.  Hunt. 

Boyce  and  Strong  for  defendant. "--The  court  of  probate  is 
made,  by  statute,  a  court  of  record,  and  has  an  exclusive  jurisdic- 
tion although  limited  to  the  cases  provided  for  by  statute. 

The  subject  matter  of  the  accounting  in  this  case,  was  proper  to 
be  enquired  into  by  the  probate  court.  Before  allowing  an  ad- 
ministrator's or  executor's  account,  notice  issues  to  all  interested, 
to  appear  and  object  to  the  allowance  of  such  account,  and  if  any 
one  thinks  himself  aggrieved  by  ihe  decision  of  the  probate  court, 
an  appeal  is  given. 

In  this  case,  then,  the  probate  court  had  exclusive  jurisdiction, 
and  the  correctness  of  their  decision  cannot  be  collaterally  im- 
peached, or  in  any  way  enquired  into,  except  on  an  appeal  taken. 

1  D.  Chip.  423,  Probate  Court  vs.  Fillmore— 2  Vt.  R.  440, 

Barker  vs.  Ro^er*— 2  Vt.  R.  338,  Hendrick  and  Wife  vs. 
CUveland. 

The  evidence  offered  was  parol,  and  was  oflered  to  impeach 
that  which  had  once  been  examined  before  a  court  of  competent 
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«JJJ;J^«    jttrisdiclion  and  madd  matter  of  record.    In  short,  the  offer  was  to 
\m.  '    impeach  the  record  by  parol 

Probate  Coinrt 

[J^^m  ^^  opinion  of  the  court  was  dehvered  by 

Williams,  Ch.  J. — ^This  is  an  action  on  a  probate  bond,  exe- 
cuted by  the  defendant  as  surety  for  Isaac  Hill  and  Olive  Barnes, 
executors  of  the  will  of  Moses  Barnes,  deceased.  Olive  Barnes, 
it  appears,  declined  and  Isaac  Hill  was  the  sole  acting  executor. 
The  prosecutors,  Zenas  Frisbee  and  Wife,  are  legatees  in  the  will. 
Several  breaches  of  the  bond  are  assigned,  some  or  which  it  will 
be  proper  to  mention,  as  on  the  trial  of  the  issues  which  were 
found,  whether  the  executor  had  rendered  a  true  account  of  his 
administration  and  had  fully  administered,  the  prosecutor  offered  to 
prove  the  several  matters  set  forth  in  the  breaches  assigned  to  the 
eondition  of  the  probate  bond.  Among  others  were  iins  following, 
▼iz.  that  the  executor  was  licensed  to  sell  the  real  estate ;  that  he 
fraudulently  sold  the  same  at  the  sum  of  six  hundred  and  fifty-six 
dollars — and  was,  in  fact,  himself  the  purchaser — a  sum  less  than 
its  value,  and  less  than  he  had  been  offered. 

That  the  executor  obtained  a  license  to  sell  the  personal  estate 
at  public  auction,  and  sold  the  same  fraudulently,  employing  per- 
sons to  bid  for  him. 

That  there  were  sundry  articles  of  personal  property  not  inven- 
toried, which  came  to  the  hands  of  the  executor,  and  which  he 
had  Appropriated  to  his  own  use. 

That  the  deceased  bad  sundry  promissory  notes,  and  among 
others,  some  against  Mr.  HiU,  the  executor,  which  had  never  been 
inventorfed  or  accounted  for,  but  which  had  been  appropriated  to 
the  executor's  own  use. 

On  the  trial  of  the  several  issues  which  were  formed,  the  re- 
isords  of  the  probate  court  were  read  in  evidence,  by  which  it  ap- 
peared that  the  executor  bad  settled  his  account  at  the  probate 
office.  For  that  reason,  the  evidence  offered  by  the  prosecutor  of 
the  several  facu  before  named,  was  rejected  by  the  county  court. 
It  is  urged  here,  tbfit  the  evidence  should  have  been  received,  as 
ieoding  to  shew  that  the  settlement  of  the  executor's  account  be- 
fore the  court  of  probate  was  fraudulent.  To  the  proceedings  of 
ibe  probate  court,  IiR  relation  to  the  s.ettleiQent  of  the  executor's 
account,  the  prosecutors  were  parties,  duly  notified  ;  they  cannoCi 
therefore,  in  this  suit,  impeach  that  settlement  for  fituid.  They 
should  have  applied  to  the  caurt  of  probate,  who,  if  they  had 
been  imposed  upon  by  the  fraud  of  the  executor,  would  have  cor-* 
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reoted  the  error,  or  they  should  hure  Vkkea  their  remedy  by  ap-    ^J^^^ 
peai.     Nothing  decided  by  the  probate  court,  io  relation  to  the       's»g 
settlement  of  the  executoi^s  account,  could  be  re-exhmtned  in  this 
suit. 

The  evidence,  therefore,  in  relation  to  the  sale  of  the  real  estate 
to  the  executor,  was  inadmissible.  On  the  return  of  the  order 
of  sale,  it  was  competent  for  the  prosecutor  to  have  proved  that 
the  sale  was  made,  in  fact,  to  the  executor,  and  under  such  ciscum- 
stance,  that  he  ought  to  have  been  charged  with  the  full  value  of 
the  land,  instead  of  the  sum  for  which  it  was  nominally  sold ;  but 
not  having  appeared  and  offered  this  proof,  the  probate  court  hav- 
ing had  the  subject  before  them  and  passed  upon  it,  and  no  appeal 
having  been  taken,  it  was  too  late,  on  the  trial  of  this  cause,  to 
bring  forward  that  evidence. 

Upon  the  same  principle,  any  sum  which  has  been  allowed  to 
the  executor  by  the  court  of  probate,  cannot  again  be  a  subject  of 
controversy. 

But  the  settlement  of  the  executor's  account  was  not  conclu- 
rive,  as  to  every  thing  antecedent  to  the  time  of  the  settlement ; 
nor  as  to  property  received  by  the  executor,  belonging  to  the  tes^ 
tator,  for  which  he  neglected,  either  through  accident  or  design,  to 
render  an  account.  It  b  the  duty  of  executors  and  adminis- 
trators to  render  a  true  and  foil  account  of  all  the  property  of  the 
deceased  which  comes  to  th^  bands.  They  bold  the  same  only 
as  trustees  for  the  creditors,  hrirs  or  legatees.  In  their  account 
they  should  charge  themselves  with  all  the  property  received. 
The  aoKMint  as  well  as  the  particulars  are  known  to  them,  but  can- 
not be  as  well  known  to  others.  There  is  no  possible  reason, 
therefore,  why  an  account  rendered  which  b  not  a  true  and  full 
account,  should  protect  them  from  any  further  investigation,  at  the 
instance  of  those  interested.  It  has  been  decided  in  a  neighboring 
state,  that  if  there  be  errors  in  the  account  of  an  administrator,  ex- 
ecutor or  guardian,  which  has  been  rendered  by  him  and  settled  at 
the  probate  court,  the  parties  will  not  be  concluded  by  the  decree 
on  such  account,  although  not  appealed  from  ;  but  the  judge  of 
probate,  at  any  time  before  the  final  settlement  of  the  estate,  may 
revise  the  account  and  correct  the  error  upon  the  settlement  of  a 
subsequent  account.  Upon  the  same  principle,  we  apprehend, 
that  if  the  executor,  adminbtrator  or  guardian  neglect,  or  fail  to 
render  an  account  to  the  probate  court  for  adjustment,  of  all  the 
property  by  them  received,  it  b  a  breach  of  the  conditions  of  the 
bopd*     The  evidence  thdt  sundry  artkles  of  personal  property  of 
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RuTUNii,     ihe  testatator  came  to  the  bands  of  the  executor,  and  was  not  in- 

1886.        veotoriedy  and  no  accounr  rendered  therefor,  was  admissible  and 

^"^'*w.^*^'^'  should  have  been  received.  So  also  should  the  evidence  m  rela- 
jvurriam.  (joq  (q  (^q  promissory  notes,  and  particularly  the  promissory  notes 
Ugainst  Mr.  Hill,  the  executor,  if  he  rendered  no  account  therefor. 
It  has  been  several  times  decided  in  Massachusetts,  that  an  execu- 
tor or  an  administrator,  who  owes  a  debt  to  the  deceased,  will,  by 
accepting  the  trust,  be  considered  as  having  received  the  debt,  and 
be  and  liis  sureties  on  the  administration  bond  will  be  liable  for  the 
amount  of  such  debt,  in  like  manner  as  if  he  had  received  it  from 
any  other  debtor  of  the  deceased. — 11  Mass.  R.  266 — 12  Mass. 
R.  199.  Without  deciding  that  we  should,  in  all  cases,  consider 
the  adminbtrator  or  executor  and  his  sureties  liable  on  their  ad- 
ministration bonds,  as  decided  in  those  cases,  particnlarly  if  the  ad- 
ministrator or  executor  were  wholly  insolvent,  we  consider,  that 
when  the  executor  or  administrator  is  solvent,  it  is  his  duty  to  in- 
ventory and  account  for  any  notes  or  obligotions  which  the  deceas- 
ed held  against  him  and  which  were  due  and  payably.  It  has  not 
been  claimed  in  this  case,  that  by  making  Mr.  Hill  executor,  the 
testator  intended  to  release  or  discharge  the  debt  as  against  the 
legatees  in  the  will,  and  no  question  of  that  kind  has  been  raised. 

In  the  particulars  mentioned,  the  settlement  of  the  executor's 
account  was  not  conclusive,  and  it  was  competent  for  the  prosecu- 
lors  to  give  evidence  to  charge  the  executor  and  his  sureties  for 
any  property  or  money  received  by  him,  of  which  no  account 
was  rendered. 

The  judgment  of  the  county  court  must  therefore  be  reversed. 


Digitized  by  VjOOQ IC 


OF  THE  STATE  OF  VERMONT.  839 

William  Appleton  et  al.  m.  Melzbr  Edsoh.  V^timo, 


1836. 


A  presnmption  against  the  title  of  the  mortgagee,  arboa  from  mere  lapse  of  ~ 
time,  in  laTor  of  a  stranger. 

Where  the  possession  has  been  vacant,  courts  will  not  presume  anj  thing 
against  the  legal  estate. 

Where  an  administrator  held  a  mortgage  for  the  benefit  of  the  hcirt,  ho  maj 
make  a  valid  conveyance  to  the  heirs,  notwithstanding  an  adverse  posses. 
sion  in  a  stranger. 

This  was  an  action  of  ejectment  for  the  recovery  of  a  lot  of  land 
m  Mendon,  drawn  to  the  right  of  Moses  Wbeelock,  by  him  deed 
ed  to  Ephraim  Wbeelock,  who  executed  a  mortgage  deed  of  the 
same  to  Wm,  Sullivan  and  Jonathan  Amory  of  Boston,  in  the  ca- 
pacity of  administrators  of  James  Cutter,  formerly  of  Boston,  de- 
ceased, given  to  secure  the  payment  of  a  certain  bond.    The  lat- 
ter deed  was  dated  September  10,  1799,  and  the  bond  described 
in  the  condition,  September  S,  1799.    The  substance  of  the  con- 
dition was  the  payment  of  $1136  57 — one  moiety  June  1, 1800, 
and  the  other  moiety  one  year  thereafter.     It  appeared  from  the 
record  of  the  court  of  probate,  in  the  district  of  Suffi>lk,  Massachu- 
setts, that  Amory  and  Sullivan  were  duly  appointed  administra- 
tors, and  had  fully  settled  their  administration  account,  and  been 
decreed  to  distribute  to  the  widow  and  heirs  the  balance  in  their 
hands.     It  was  also  in  evidence  that  the  plaintiffi  were  the  only 
heirs  of  James  Cutter — ^that  Amory  was  dead,  and  Sullivan  tbe 
surviving  administrator.     After  the  introduction  of  this  evidence, 
the  court  decided,  that  as  a  matter  of  law,  the  presumption  was 
prima  facU  that  the  bond  was  paid,  and  that  it  would  be  tbe  duty 
of  the  jury,  there  being  no  proof  to  the  contrary,  so  to  presume. 
The  plaintiffi  then  introduced  a  deed  from  William  Sullivan,  sur*- 
viving  administrator  upon  the  estate  of  James  Cutter  to  these 
plaintifis.     It  was  admitted  that  the  defendant  was  in  possession  of 
the  premises  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  tbe  deed,  and  at  the 
time  of  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  claiming  adversely  to  the 
plaintiffi  (i.  e.)  under  a  vendue  or  collector's  deed  of  the  premis* 
es.     The  court  decided  that  the  deed  was  void,  and  therefore  a 
verdict  was  found  for  the  defendant.     To  the  decisions  of  the  court 
the  plaintiffi  excepted. 

Mr.  Ormibee  for  the  defendant. — ^In  this  case,  the  mortgage 
under  which  the  plaintiffi  claim,  was  of  such  ancient  date  that  tke 
presumption  of  law  is  that  it  has  been  paid. 

The  deed  under  which  plaintiffi  make  out  their  title  is  as  to  the 
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RoTLAND,    defendant  m  poasefaiQH  at  tbe^  time  of  its  executiooi,  and  claiming 

1836^'     adversely,  void. 
ppt'u>..€£    .      j^j^^  Smith  for  plaintiffs. — ^The  court  canooti  in  this  case,  pre- 

Edson.      suine  the  title  of  the  mortgagees  under  which  the  plaintif&  claim 
extinguished. 

1.  On  the  Doo-paymeni  of  the  mortgage  money  at  tiie  time 
fixed  in  the  condition,  the  title  became  absolute  in  the  mortgagees. 
The  mortgagor  became  a  tenant  at  will,  and  cannot  acquire  a  title 
by  possession  or  lapse  of  time  as  against  the  mortgagee. 

2.  The  statute  (page  170)  has  prescribed  the  mode  in  which 
satisfaction  of  a  mortgage  must  be  acknowledged,  and  in  the  ab- 
sence of  this,  it  cannot  be  presumed.-— Stat.  cb.  18,  ^11. 

3.  If  the  court  are  at  liberty  to  presume  satisfaction  of  the  mort* 
gage,  mere  lapse  of  time  is  not  sufficient  to  warrant  that  presump- 
tion.—Pow.  Mort.  160.— 1  Mad  Chan.  519,  120. 

Nothing  is  said  in  the  case  as  to  the  possession— 'iVan-ccrM/aii/, 
tlie  mortgagee  has  had  it. 

4.  The  presumption  of  satisfaction  cannot  be  made  but  in  fa- 
vor of  the  mortgagee,  or  some  one  claiming  under  him.  The  de- 
fendant is  a  stranger,  and  shews  do  title  but  mere  naked  possea- 
sion. —  Doe  vs.  Cooke,  19  Com.  Law  Rep.  46. — 5  Pet.  Cood. 
Rep.  S41.— 1  Paine  Rep.  467,  470. 

The  plabti&'  deed  was  not  void  on  the  ground  that  defendant 
was  in  adverse  possession  of  the  premises,  at  the  time  it  was  exe- 
Gtiied.  It  was  a  conveyance  of  the  trustee  to  the  ceettd  que  trust 
— ^  imiting  of  the  legal  uid  the  trust  estate — the  poesessioo  and 
tbe  uaa,  and  dews  not  come  at  all  within  the  act  passed  to  prevent 
fiaudttleat  speculations. 

But  aUoMring  the  deed  to  be  void,  the  plaintiffi  being  cestui  que 
'  t0mti  can  fliaintain  the  action  without  it.  Tbe  Statute  of  Uses 
(23  Hen.  VUI.  ch.  10)  is  in  force  in  this  state,  and  by  virtue  of  J€ 
the  .plaioliffi  have  tbe  possession.  Where  the  common  law  is 
adepced,  this  statuie  is  recognized  as  a  part  of  it. — 1  Swift's  Dig* 
18a-^l  Cocu  Ref«  364^1  M.  H.  Rep.  332_3  do.  961,  964— 
4  Maas.  Biep.  13&-4  do.  31-r^lO  Joba.  Rep.  456—18  do.  961, 
SM"^  Bin,  S96— 5  Pet.  Rep*  241 . 

When  a  court  of  equity  would  compel  a  trustee  to  oonvey,  oric 
is  his  duty  to  convey,  the  coiirt  direct  the  jury  to  presume  a  con- 
veyance.—4  Term  Rep.  682—7  do.  2—5  do.  682—1 1  Jolin.  R. 
91 ,  97, 446, 456—13  do.  5 1 3—10  do.  475—9  do.  171— T  Wheat. 
Rep.  69,  109-,  112,  113—6  do.  504. 
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The  formal  tide  of  the  trustee  cannot  be  set  up  as  against  tlie    Ruti.and. 
euhd  que  tnut.—a  Bur,  Rep.  1398,  1901—1  Vt.  Rep.—  _^!*' 

Conrp.  43, 46 — 19  Coin.  Law  Rep.  44,  46.  Appieioo  u  ai. 

The  opiDion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by  Edsoo. 

RsDFiBLDy  J. — The  first  question  raised  here  is,  whether  this 
defendant,  being  a  stranger  to  the  title,  can  claim  to  show  by  mere 
lapse  of  time  a  bar  to  the  plaintiffs'  right  of  action,  on  the  mort- 
gage debt,  in  order  to  defeat  his  recovery  in  this  action  ?  It  !a. 
true,  no  doubt,  that  the  lapse  of  time  in  this  case  being  more  thaji 
twenty  years,  is,  unexplained,  sufficient  to  bar  all  recovery  upon 
the  bond.  It  is  also  true  that  the  mortgage  is  but  an  incident  to 
the  band.  But  it  is  never  true  that  mera  lapse  of  time  will  raise  a 
presumption  of  payment  of  the  debt.  If  the  possession  has  all  along 
been  vacant,  no  presumption  in  relation  to  the  payment  of  the  debt 
or  the  title  would  arise  ;  but  this  circumstance  of  itself  would  be 
sufficient  to  rebut  any  such  presumption.— JocXr^on  ex  dem.  vs. 
Pierce^  10  John.  417.  The  same  is  true  where  the  possession 
of  the  mortgaged  premises  is  in  a  stranger. — Jackson  ex  dem.  vs. 
Slater ^  5  Wendell,  295.  And  in  the  latter  case  it  was  held  that 
the  possession  being  in  a  stranger,  did  tend  to  raise  a  presumption 
that  the  mortgagor  had  abandoned  in  favor  of  the  mortgagee. 

It  is  a  well-settled  principle  that  when  a  conveyance  or  release 
is  presumed  from  lapse  of  time,  this  presumption  is  made  in  favor 
of  the  legal  estate,  and  to  quiet  always,  but  never  to  disturb  a  pos- 
session. An  eminent  judge  once  said,  '^  he  would  presume  ani/ 
thing  which  might  be  necessary  to  quiet  so  long  a  possession  " — 
Hence  if  the  mortgagor  continues  in  possession  twenty  years  after 
condition  broken,  it  will  be  sufficient  ground  of  pi-esuming  pay- 
ment of  the  mortgage  debt,  unless  interest  or  rent  have  been  paid 
in  the  mean  time. — Jackson  ex  dem,  vs.  Wood,  12  John.  R.  242. 
If  the  mortgagee  has  been  in  possession,  a  release  of  the  equity  of 
redemption  will  be  presumed.  Deeds  and  conveyances  of  every 
kind  almost,  and  sometimes  against  all  rational  grounds  of  belief, 
for  the  purpose  of  quieting  a  Ibng  possession,  and  preventing  injus- 
tice from  some  technical  lapse  have  been  presumed,  but  never  in 
bvor  of  a  stranger,  or  of  a  vacant  possession/or  against  the  legal  title, 
which  in  this  case  has  all  along  been  in  the  plaintiffs'  grantor.— 
Heoce  we  fee)  clear  that  no  such  presumption  could  arise  in  the 
present  case. — 2  Williams'  Saunders,  175, and  cases  referred  to.— 
Higginson  vs.  Main,  4  Cranch, 415—2  Pet  Cond.  155. 

A  second  question  was  decided  in  the  court  below,  and  has  been 
here  very  elaborately  discussed,  and  as  it  is  important  to  the  final 
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RvnjMnX  determinatioD  of  the  case,  the  court  have  passed  upon  it.  The 
iSSy*  xquestion  is,  whether  the  deed  from  William  Sullivan  to  plaintiffi 
Appietonttai.  ^  void  by  rcason  of  an  adverse  possession.  This  being  a  deed 
£dtoD.  from  the  cestui  que  trutt  to  the  trustee,  the  plaintiff  being  heir  to 
the  estate,  of  which  Sullivan  was  administrator^  and  the  mortgage 
originally  having  been  taken  to  secure  payment  of  a  debt  due  the 
estate,  it  b  only  such  a  conveyance  as  a  court  of  equity  would  have 
compelled  the  parties  to  have  made.  And  in  every  case  where 
the  conveyance  is  by  operation  of  law,  as  by  levy  of  execution 
(1  D.  Chip.  Rsp.  139)  or  sold  by  Marshall  of  the  United  States, 
(Aldis  adm'r  of  Gadcomb  vs.  Adams,  Chit.  Co.  Jan.  T.  1836,) 
or  where  Chancery  would  compel  a  conveyance,  as  was  some  years 
•ince  held  in  a  case  decided  in  Bennington  County,  not  yet  re- 
ported, in  any  such  case,  if  the  parties  make  a  conveyance,  it  is 
not  rendered  void  by  reason  of  an  adverse  possession  at  the  time 
in  a  stranger. 

We  feel  rery  certain  then  that  the  case  under  consideration  is 
not  within  the  spirit  and  intention  of  the  statute  declaring  convey- 
ances void  by  reason  of  an  adverse  possession.  This  statute  is  on- 
ly in  affirmance  of  the  doctrine  of  the  common  law.  The  object 
of  this  prohibition  seems  to  have  been  to  prevent  speculations  in 
*'  choses  in  action,"  or  in  other  words,  <*  the  sale  of  law  suits.''-— 
Hence  where  the  conveyance  is  to  one  in  possession,  the  statute 
does  not  operate.  And  as  between  the  cestui  que  trust  and  trus^ 
tee,  after  the  statute  of  27  Henry  VIII.,  called  the  Statute  of  Uses, 
the  statute  transferred  the  legal  to  the  equitable  estate  with  the 
possession,  and  thus  there  was  no  need  of  a  conveyance.  And 
without  reference  to  the  doctrine  of  the  Statute  of  Uses,  a  convey- 
ance of  the  legal  estate  to  him  who  is  beneficially  interested,  is 
good  to  convey  the  legal  title,  notwithstanding  an  adverse  pos- 
session in  a  stranger.  This  is  not  among  the  class  of  cases  inten- 
ded to  be  reached  by  the  statute,  as  it  never  required  livery  of 
seizin. 

The  judgment  of  the  county  court  is  therefore  reversed,  and  a 
new  trial  granted. 
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BENNINGTON  COUNTY, 
February  Term,  1836. 


PmxsRNT,  Hon.  CHARLES  K.  WILLIAMS.  Chkf  JuHiee. 
"      STEPHEN  ROYCE.         > 
••      SAMUEL  S.  PHELPS,     }A9Mtant  Ju$tU49T 
"      JACOB  COLLAMER,        > 


1836. 


Gilbert  Bradley  vs.  Solomon  Bentley. 

Parol  eTidADce  is  inadmissible  to  contradict,  ofl^y,  wradd  to  a  written  contract. 

This  was  an  action  on  the  following  promissory  note  executed      FtbnuKry, 
by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff. 

<<  ta&  60.  Sunderland,  Dec.  23d,  1833. 

One  year  from  date  I  promise  to  pay  G.  Bradley  or  bearer, 
twenty-two  dollars  and  fifty  cents  for  value  received,  with  interest. 
(Signed,)  SOLOMON  BENTLEY." 

PUa^ — Non  assumpsit,  with  notice  of  the  following  facts  : 
Od  the  trial  the  defendant  offered  to  prove  by  parol,  the  follgiw- 
ing  iacts,  to  wit,  that  said  note  was  given  for  a  stove  sold  and  de* 
Jivered  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant  on  the  day  of  the  date  of 
said  note,  and  at  the  same  time  it  was  agreed  between  the  parties 
that  at  the  expiration  of  a  year  from  the  date  of  said  note, 
the  defendant  might  elect  to  pay  the  amount  specified  in  said 
note,  or  to  return  said  stove  to  the  plaintiff  in  satisfaction  or 
payment  of  said  note,  and  pay  him  six  dollars  for  the  use  of  the 
same. — That  the  defendant  did,  at  the  expiration  of  the  year,  elect 
to  return  said  stove,  and  did  take  the  same  to  the  plaintiff's  store, 
and  there  tendered  the  same  with  six  dollars  in  specie  to  the  plain- 
tiff, which  he  refused  to  receive  j  and  the  defendant  left  the  stove 
at  the  plaintiff's  store,  and  kept  said  specie,  and  brought  the  same 
into  court  and  deposited  it  with  the  clerk.  To  the  admission  of 
which  parol  evidence  the  plaintiff  objected,  but  the  same  was  ad- 
mitted and  a  verdict  and  judgment  rendered  for  the  defendant;  to 
which  the  plaintiff  excepted,  and  the  cause  passed  to  this  court. 

Smith  for  the  plaintiff. — ^The  court  ought  not  to  have  admitted    ^ 
the  testimony  of  a  parol  agreement  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of    1 
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^■J^^'''  the  note.     Parol  testimony  cannot  be  leceived  lo  contradict,  add 

_    *8W« to,  or  vary  a  written  agreement.    Tli«  written  instrument  is  con- 

^'Im^^  sidered  as  containing  the  true  agreement  between  the  parties,  and 
Dcniiey.  ^g  furnishing  better  evidence  than  any  which  can  be  supplied  by 
parol.  The  distinction Itiade  in  the  trial  bejow  that  parol  testimo- 
ny is  admissible  to  prove  an  independent  collateral  agreement  for 
the  pityment  of  a  note  in  a  particular  way,  and  made  at  the  time 
of  the  execution  of  the  note,  is  not  at  all  sustained  by  the  cases. 
Ransom  vs.  Walkery  1  Star.  Cas.  361— Jfcc  vs.  Hatolcins,  8 
,  Taunt.  Rep.  89 — Mosley^  assigme  of  Robinsoriy  vs.  Hanfordy 
10  Bam.  &  Cris.  731— BicA  vs.  Jackson,  4  Bro.  Ch.  Ca.  515— 
Powell  vs.  Edtmndsy  12  East.  6--  Hoare  vs.  Graham^  3  Camp. 
67 — Meres  vs.  AnseU^  3  Wils,  275 — Lord  Verbmure  vs.  Morris, 
2  Bro.  Ch,  Ca.  19 — Mease  vs.  Mease,  Cowp.  47 — Graves  vs. 
Ashlin,  3  Camp.  426 — Barber  vs.  Brace,  3  Conn.  Rep.  9-^ 
Thompson  vs.  Ketchum,  8  John.  Rep.  146—1  Phil./Ev.  487, 
439—3  Star.  Ev.  1002-5-7— jBrorf/^y  vs.  Andersonj,  6  Vt.  R. 
152— Brou^n  vs. ,  1  Chip.  Rep.  227. 

Bennett  for  the  defendant* — The  evidence  offered  was  proper- 
ly admitted.  It  was  not  offeaed  to  conti*adict  the  note,  but  to  show 
a  distinct  independent  collateral  agreement  whereby  tbe  note  might 
be  satisfied.  There  is  no  rule  of  law  excluding  such  evidence, 
but  it  is  settled  by  frequent  decisions  to  be  admissible.— 1  D. 
Chip.  R.  ^365,  Sanders  vs.  Howe— 5  Vt.  R.  520,  Fomam  vs. 
hgraham  et  al.—3  Stark.  Ev.  1002,  note  1—2  Dallas,  171, 
Field  vs.  Biddle — 15  Mass.  R.  65,  Davenport  vs.  Mason. 

The  evidence  shows  an  accord  and  satisfaction.  To  exclude 
this  evidence,  would  do  great  injustice  to  tbe  parties,  and  would 
sanction  the  attempts  of  the  plaintiff  in  committing  a  fraud  upon 
tbe  rights  of  the  defendant  in  attempting  to  collect  the  note  in  vio- 
lation of  his  own  agreement. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 
CoiiLAMER,  J.-^Tbere  is  hardly  to  be  found  in  the  sdenoe  of 
law,  a  principle  more  uniform  and  inflexible  in  its  application  than 
the  rule  in  the  law  of  evidence  that  a  written  contract  is  the  high- 
est and  most  conclusive  evidence  of  the  minds  of  the  parties  on 
that  subject,  ai  that  Itme;  |and  therefore  it  cannot  be  contradicted^ 
varied,  controled  or  added  to  by  paix>l  evidence.  Such  evidence 
is  never  received  but  in  case  of  fraud,  (which  is  to  show  that  in 
fact  it  never  was  a  contract)  or  in  case  of  latent  ambiguity,  ^fthe 
instrument  is  complete  in  itself,  and  would  have  an  effective  ope- 
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jraiioQ,  the  parol  testimony  is  never  received  to  give  to  it  any  oili-  Bw«kihotoh, 
J  er  operation*^  This  principle  has  been  adhered  to  by  the  courts  of  lese/* 
common  law  with  a  long  and  unusual  uniformity,  and  decisions  and  Bradley 
elementary  writers  might  be  cited  on  this  point  to  an  extent  in  Bemiey. 
number  and  time  greater  than  on  almost  any  other.  That  courts 
sometimesy  pressed  with  an  extreme  case  of  hardship  arising  on 
the  operation  of  a  principle  wholesome  and  salutary  in  its  general 
effect,  have  never^made  an  anomalous  and  contradictory  decision, 
is  not  to  be  expected ;  but  they  are  uncommonly  rare,  on  this  point* 
h  is  true  that  the  courts  have  admitted  evidence  of  a  subsequent 
parol  contract  embracing  the  prior  written  one,  and  thus  superse- 
ding it.  This  must  be  on  new  consideration  independent,  collate- 
111,  and  furnishing  redress  to  the  party,  or  it  must  be  executed  and 
its  performance  actually  rtceivad^  when  it  amoimts  to  accord  with 
satisfaction.  The  decisions  on  these  subsequent,  independent  coUat* 
eial  contracts,  embracing  and  contjroling  the  written  ones,  have  been 
pressed  into  the  service  and.  made  to  sustain  the  doctrine  that  the 
written  contract  is  subject  to  being  thus  controlled  generally ;  and  the 
distioction  that  such  is  never  the  case  except  by  substquent  con-* 
tract,  which  is  not  at  war  with  the  general  principle,  has  been,  in 
some  few  instances,  disregarded.  It  is  also  to  be  noticed,  that  sat- 
isfaction, actually  received,  is  always  a  defence  ;  and  in  such  case 
it  is  immaterial  whether  the  accord,  or  agreement  to  receive,  was 
cotemporaneous  (^  subsequent  to  the  written  contract.  In  some 
very  few  cases,  the  distinction  that  satisfaction  actually  received  is 
a  defence,  has  been  lost  sight  of,  and  the  decision  seems  to  look 
as  if  the  accord  previous  to  or  simultaneous  with  the  contract  shown 
by  parol,  actually  controlled  it,  when  in  truth  it  did  not,  but  only 
the  subsequently  receiving  the  satisfaction.  This  rule  is,  howev- 
er, a  rule  ofevidenccy  and  therefore  it  may  be  waived  by  the  par- 
ty for  whose  security  it  is  made.  Like  estoppel,  it  must,  be  insist- 
ed on  in  proper  season  by  the  party,  and  in  a  proper  and  legaL 
manner,  or  it  is  waived.  This  accounts  for  another  class  of  casesi 
not  uncommon  in  the  books,  not  uofrequently  pressed  on  courts 
improperly  to  sustain  the  principle  for  which  the  defendant  bene 
contends.  Among  these  cases  is  Barney  vs.  £/m,  (2  Aik.  60,) 
in  which  it  was  holden  that  by  traversing  instead  of  demurring  to  a 
plea,  which  alleged  the  written  owtract  sued  on  to  have  bAn 
made  by  mistake,  the  plaintiff  waived  the  rule  of  law,  that  thit 
iact  might  not  be  proved  by  parol.  jMso  the  case  JNoyeevB*  Ik* 
on,  (6  Vi.  R.  6S8,)  where  the  defendant  made  no  objection  by 
^iemnrrer  or  otherwise  to  the  action  being  susuined  by  parol  evi- 
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Bcff NmoTOM,  dence,  and  was  therefore  cast  in  his  cause.     Paibi  proof  has  also  \ 
iSS?^'     been  admilted  to  rebut  legal  presutnplianSj  and  is  undoubtedly  ad-  i 
BPaiii^J      missible  to  show  the  written  contract  was  never  in  fact  delivered, 
Seniiey.      and  was  a  mere  escrow.      Under  one  of  these  general  principles 
may  all  the  cases  on  which  the  defendant  relies  be  accounted  for. 
/It  is  perfectly  obvious  that  to  sustain  this  defence,  we  must  di- 
'     rectly  admit  a  written  contract,  perfect  and  unambiguous,  to  be  va- 
ried, added  to  and  controlled  by  parol  evidence  of  a  cotemporane- 
ous  understanding,  and  when  no  satisfaction  has  been  actually  re- 
ceived, producing  a  discharge  ;  and  to  admit  this  directly  against 
objection  seasonably  and  regularly  interposed.     This  we  consider 
yT    as  directly  contrary  to  established  and  wholesoipe  law,  notwitb- 
V  standing  the  suggestions  contained  in  Famham  vs.  Ingraham^  with 
which  the  court  below  was  pressed.      It  must  be  obvious,  if  this 
testimony  is  admissible,  and  this  defence  can  be  sustained,  by  the 
same  principle,  any  note  however  apparently  valuable  in  the  con- 
sideration or  execution,  of  which  no  defect  or  fraud  is  even]suggest- 
ed,  is  subject  to  being  utterly  controlled  by  parol  evidence  on  the 
tender  of  a  pepper-corn.  \ 

y  Judgment  reversed. 


BiifNiNvroif,  Ira  Davis  ««.  Seth  Barton. 

1836.  Where  B.  owed  D.,  both  on  note  and  book,  D.  commenced  two  luitB,  one  qp 

book  And  one  on  note.  B.  filed  a  declaration  in  oi&et  on  book  to  the  action 
of  D.  on  note.  Held,  that,  in  such  case,  B«  coald  not  apply  hie  aoeoant  on 
the  note  in  thia  manner. 

Davis  commenced  two  actions  against  Barton  at  the  same  time  ; 
one  on  book,  returnable  to  the  county  court,  and  one  on  two  notes 
of  hand,  before  a  justice  of  the  Peace.  This  last  action  was  by 
Barton  appealed  to  the  county  court,  and  there  he  filed  thereto  bis 
plea  in  set  off  on  book,  which  is  the  last  entitled  case  above  meD- 
tioned.  In  the  county  court,  both  in  this  action  on  book  in  faFor 
of  Davis  and  this  plea  in  ofi&et  in  favor  of  Barton,  were  sent  to 
the  same  auditor  who  made  therein  two  reports.  In  the  first  cause 
he  reported  that  Davis'  account  was  entirely  for  labor  to  the 
amount  of  $221  15.  That  he  had  credited  Barton  all  Barton 
had  charged  him  except  a  certain  charge  of  60  ceAts,  and  bad  also 
credited  Barton  much  that  Barton  had  not  charged.     Copies  of  the 
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accounts  were  •ennexed.  He  further  reported  the  following  facts;  ^^I!^^^^* 
Previous  to  13th  July,  1833,  Davis  bad  labored  for  Barton  14  ^Se?* 
months  and  was  to  receive  part  in  cash  and  part  in  barter  pay —  ^^^^ 
that,  at  said  date,  the  parties  settled  the  cash  part  of  the  contract  Banon. 
and  Barton  gave  Davis  a  note  of  $  15  for  the  balance  thereof  then 
due.  The  barter  part  remained  unsettled.  They  then  contracted 
for  another  year's  labor,  the  pay  to  be  as  before.  It  was  also 
agreed  between  them,  that  if  either  of  the  parties  became  dissat- 
isfied, be  might  close  the  contract.  Previous  to  the  expiration  of 
the  year,  Davis,  fearing  he  should  not  get  his  pay  for  his  labor, 
requested  security  of  Barton  who  refused  to  give  it.  Davis  then 
commenced  this  suit  and  labored  no  longer.  During  the  tenn  of 
service  Barton  had  paid  Davis  several  sums,  part  of  them  cash  and 
part  barter,  all  of  which  Davis  credited  on  book,  and  part  of  which 
Bartoa  had  charged.  It  did  not  appear  that  any  directions  were 
given  at  the  time  of  the  payment  of  said  sums,  as  to  their  applica- 
tion, but  on  trial  Barton  claimed  that  the  cash  payment  should  ap- 
ply on  the  aforesaid  note  of  $15,  and  Davis  claimed  that  it  should 
apply  in  account  with  the  other  payments  towards  his  labor.  The 
auditor  did  apply  it  in  account  and  found  a  balance  in  favor  of  Da- 
vis, OQ  book,  of  $1.01  89.  As  to  the  declaration  in  ofiset  on 
book  ID  fiivor  of  Bdrton  against  Davis,  the  auditor  reported  that 
Barton  bad  no  cause  of  action,  that  his  whole  account  had  been 
allowed  already  by  deducting  it  from  the  account  of  Davis  in  his 
action  on  book.  In  the  county  court  exceptions  were  filed  to  these 
deeisioDS  of  the  anditor,  but  the  county  court  accepted  both  said 
reports  and  rendered  judgment  for  Davis  in  both  cases,  to  which 
Barton  filed  exceptions,  and  the  causes  passed  to  this  court.  These 
two  cases  were  heard  together. 

Swift  for  the  defendant. — ^In  relation  to  the  first  case  insisted, 
1st,  It  is  believed  and  contended  that  the  said  auditor  greatly 
erred  and  mistook  the  principles  of  the  law  in  making  his  said  re- 
port, particularly  in  the  allowance  of  the  plaintiff's  charge  for  11 
noontfas  and  16  days'  work.  As  it  appears  from  the  said  report 
tiiat  the  said  work  was  performed  under  a  contract  madebetween 
the  plaintiff  and  defendant,  that  the  plaintiff  shoukl  labor  m  the 
employment  of  the  defendant  for  the  term  of  one  year,  at  the 
rate  of  $150  per  year,  or  as  stated  in  the  account,  at  %12  1-2 
per  month ;  and  it  also  appears  from  the  said  report,  that  previous 
to  the  expiration  of  the  said  year,  the  said  plaintiff,  without  the 
consent  or  even  l9x>wledge  dP  the  defendant,  quitted  the  employ- 
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BcNNTNOToif,  ment  of  the  defendant,  abandoned  his  labor,  and  instituted  this 
Isse  ^'     suit ;  and  although  it  appears  stated  in  the  said  report,  that  it  was 
1  Davis       agreed  between  the  said  parties,  that  if  either  of  them  became  dis- 

I  Barton.      satis6ed,  he  might  close  the  cot)tract — ^but  how  that  auditor  gained 

a  knowledge  of  this  agreement,  whether  by  intuition  or  otherwise, 
he  does  not  state— -yet  such  an  agreement,  if  made,  ought  to 
have  a  reasonable  as  well  as  legal  construction,  and  it  could  not  be 
supposed,  that  it  was  meant  to  be  extended  beyond  a  fair  and  suit- 
able trial.  But  however  that  might  be  considered,  the  law  would 
doubtless  imply  and  impose  the  duty  upon  the  party  who  became 
dissatisfied,  to  give  a  reasonable  notice  to  the  other  party,  before 
be  could  so  close  the  contract  ;  and  as  it  does  not  appear  in  this 
case,  that  be  ever  gave  any  such  notice  before  he  left  the  defend- 
ant's employment,  except  a  claim  or  requisition  for  security,  made 
by  him  upon  the  yery  day  on  which  he  so  left,  which  does  not  appear 
to  be  warranted  by  the  terms,  nor  form  any  of  the  stipulations  of 
the  contract  or  agt'e^ment  between  them ;  and  it  also  appears,  that 
on  the  very  same  day,  without  any  other  notice,  he  not  only  left 
the  defendant's  employment  as  above,  but  also  actually  instituted 
and  commenced,  not  only  this  suit,  but  also  one  other  suit,  (where 
one  would  have  answered  lor  all  his  claims)  which  it  is  further  con- 
tended, that  he  could  not  have  done  before  such  notice  nor  during 
the  subsistence  of  that  contract,  or  before  the  expiration  of  the 
year  or  the  said  term  of  service  contracted  for. — 1  Sw.  Dig.  197 
—6  Vt.  R.  39,  Hair  vs.  Bell— 12  John.  R.  165,  McMillan  vs. 
Vandtrlip—jyo.  373,  be— 13  John.  R.  53,  Thorpe  vs.  White 
ti  at. — Do.  94,  Jennings  vs.  Ckmp — Do.  390,  Webb  vs.  i>ttcl:- 
ingfield — Mats.  Cases,  &;c,  &c. 

It  is  also  believed  and  contended,  that  the  said  auditor  erred  and 
mistook  the  law  in  allowing  to  the  plaintiff  the  whole  arooant  of 
his  account ;  whereas  it  appears  by  the  said  report,  that  a  part 
thereof  was,  by  the  agreement  of  the  said  parties,  to  have  been 
paid  in  barter  or  collateral  articles  of  property  by  the  defendant ; 
and  it  also  appears  from  the  said  report,  as  claimed  and  contended 
by  the  defendant,  that  there  was  no  evidence  adduced  before  him, 
nor  any  pretence  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  that  the  defendant 
ever  declined  or  refused  the  payment  of  the  said  barter  or  collat- 
eral property,  or  that  the  same  was  ever  demanded  of  him  by  the 
plaintiff!^  any  further  than  what  was  paid  to  him,  &c. 

In  relation  to  the  case  of  Barton  vs.  Davis,  Mr.  Swirr  re- 
marked : 
In  this  case  it  is  believed  and  contended,  that  the  auditor,  in 
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making  his  report,  hath  erred  and  mistaken  the  rules  and  princi-  BcNNiNOToif, 
pies  of  the  law,  in  disallowing,  or  rather  rejecting  \he  plaintiff 's  ac»        isse"^* 
count,   as   it  appears   from  his   report  and  a  simultaneous  report       ^■'** 
made  and  presented  by  him  in  another  case  between  the  same  par-      Btnon. 
ties,  to  which  he  therein  refers,  that  the  only   reason  for  his  said 
disallowaoce  or  rejection,  was  that  the  said  Ira  claimed,  af  the  time 
of  the  bearing  or  trial  thereon  had  before  him,  that  the  said  ac- 
count of  the  plaintiff  should  apply  upon  or  in  payment  of  his  the 
said  Ira's  book  'account  against  him  tlie  said  Seth,  for  labor  and 
services  by  the  said  Ira,  claimed  to  have  been  performed  by  him 
for  the  said  Seth,  and  upon  which  he,  tlie  said  Ira,  had  instituted 
his  suit  against  the  said  Setli,  then  pending,    without  any  agree- 
ment having  been  made  between  the  said   parties  anterior  thereto, 
or  any  previous  notice  ^nven  by  the  said  Ira  to  th^  said  Seth  to 
that  effect,  or  that  the  same  should  so  apply,  although  the  said 
Setb  had,  long  antecedent  thereto,  claimed  or  signified   his  inten- 
tion as  to  the  applicaticHi  thereof,  and  plfl^KtaM^M^I^^fBet  to  a 
suit  also  brought  by  tlie  said  Ira  agaiiwthe^^  5^»^||Ai6o  then 
pending  on  two  promissory   notes,  aid  in  payment  of  Aich  the 
said  Seth  claimed   that  the  articles  cJ{{|^ii€lGllQmmu  were 
originally  intended  to  ap|)ly  to  the  aivount  and  in  satisfaition  of 
the  same,  and  that   his  declaration  iiMl)i]^BftAV)M^ith  the 
view  to  the  applicaiion  of  his  said   offs^^^vlnch  (acji^rffre  stated 
and  made  known  to  tlie  said  auditor  at  the  liillrof   the  hearing 
previous  and  the  making  of  his  said  report,  and  so,  as  he  considers, 
therein  substantially  appear. 

That  the  rule  of  law,  as  claimed  and  contended  by  the  plaintiff, 
b,  that  where  delivery  or  payment  of  money  or  other  articles  of 
property  are  made  by  one  to  another,  he  who  pays  or  delivers  the 
same  bath  a  fight  to  direct  as  to  their  application  at  all  times,  if  no 
agreement  between  the  Siud  parlies  and  no  application  hath  been 
otherwise  made. 

And  it  is  also  considered  by  him  as  a  settled  rule,  authorized 
and  warranted  expressly  by  statute,  that  where  there  are  mutual 
accounts  existing  between  two  panics,  each  hath  a  right  (unless 
otherwise  agreed)  to  bring  and  sustain  his  several  and  separate 
suit  upon  their  respective  accounts,  and  to  treat  them  as  entirely 
independent,  and  that  one  is  no  bar  or  abatement  of  the  other. — 
See  Star.  p.  138— also  2  Sw.  Sys.  p.  171. 

Air.  Sargent  for  Davis. — First  in  relation  to  the  case  of  Davis 
vs.  Barton,  the  report  shows  a  claim  for  services  at  a  stipulated 
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**jS!rI!«"*  price,  and jt  is  objected  lliat  the  plaintiff's  action  is  prematurely 

t8S6.        brought. 

Dariv  ThBt  difficulty  is  obviated  by  the  usual  stipulation,  that  eitiier 

BArton.  party  might  end  the  contract  at  pleasure,  by  which  it  stands  as 
any  other  contract  for  services,  the  law  implying  a  promise  to  pay. 
And  if  the  plaintiff  was  bound  to  receive  barter  pay,  he  had  al- 
ready received  it. 

As  to  the  monies  credited,  we  claim,  that  inasmuch  as  the  de- 
fendant did  not  elect  to  apply  them  on  the  notes  at  the  time  of 
payment,  the  plaintiff  had  a  right  to  apply  the  same  towards  his 
labor  and  credit  accordingly — 2  Vt.  Rep.  283.  Briggs  vs.  fftl- 
Katns  et  al. 

In  relation  to'  Barton  vs.  Ddvis,  This  is  a  declaration  on 
book,  plead  in  county  court  in  offset  to  a  suit  on  note,  claiming  the 
same  items  credited  in  the  book  action,  Davis  vs.  Barton,  except 
a  single  item  and  that  not  supported  by  proof. 

No  honest  motive  could  have  prompted  this  declaration  whilst 
a  book  action  was  pending  in  the  same  court  between  the  same 
parties. 

The  auditor  found  it  was  the  original  intention  of  the  parties  to 
apply  these  items  in  offset  to  the  claim  of  Davis,  where  he  bad 
honestly  credited  them. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 
CoLLAMEB,  J. — As  to  the  case  on  book,  Davis  vs.  Barton, 
several  questions  are  started.  It  is  insisted  that  Davis  could  not 
sustain  the  action,  inasmuch  as  he  had  not  labored  out  the  last  year, 
for  which  he  contracted,  before  his  suit  was  commenced.  The 
auditor  however  reports  that  it  was  further  agreed  between  them, 
that  either  party  could  end  the  contract  at  his  own  pleasure;  there- 
fore Davis  had  the  right  to  do  so  unconditionally^  and  he  so  did. 
But  it  is  further  to  be  observed,  that  Davis'  account  for  his  two 
first  years'  labor  was  fully  due  and  unsettled,  except  the  money 
part  which  was  put  into  note.  This  was  a  sufficient  foundation 
for  the  action  when  commenced,  and  even  the  last  service  was 
fully  due  before  the  auditor's  setting,  and  by  the  very  terms  of  the 
statute  he  must  include  all  accounts  then  due.  It  is  next  insisteH, 
that  Davis  was  to  receive  part  in  barter  pay,  and  that  such  part 
ought  not  to  be  included  in  the  report  and  judgment,  as  it  was  not 
due  when  suit  was  brought.  It  appears  by  the  report,  that  Davis 
was  to  receive  part  in  barter  pay,  but  what  pari  does  not  appear. 
It  seems  by  the  report  and  account  annexed,  that  he  received 
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over  one  hundred  dollars  in  pay  other  than  money,  and  thai  he  was  BwjiuiaToii, 

bound  to  receive  any  more  does  not  appear,  and  this  court  always 1836. 

accept  and  render  judirment  on  a  report  unless  it  appears  wrong.        ^^^' 
If  Barton  had  the  right  to  make  payment,  further  in  cdlateral  or       BBrton. 
specific  articles,  it  must  have  been  at  the  end  of  the  service,  in 
July  1834.     It  must,  therefore,  have  been  all  overdue  when  the 
auditor  made  his  report,  and  was,  therefore,  properly  included. 

In  relation  to  the  case  of  Barton  vs.  Davis^  Barton  had  soma 
account  against  Davis,  all  of  which  Davis  had  credited  on  account 
to  bira.  When  Davis  commenced  his  two  suits.  Barton  pleads  his 
account  in  offset  to  the  action  on  note  with  a  view  to  overbalance 
that  and  cast  Davis  in  a  bill  of  cost.  This  is  not  a  case  wiibia 
the  statute  where  a  defendant,  in  book  debt  action  before  a  justice, 
is  permitted  to  sue  for  his  account  which  has  not  been  allowed  him 
by  a  plaintiff.  In  this  case  Barton's  account  was  all  credited  by 
Davis.  Nor  is  this  a  case  where  Davis  actually  owed  Barton  a 
balance  on  book  and  so  Barton  needed  to  take  measures  for  his  own 
security  ;  for  it  fully  appears  that  Barton  owed  a  balance  to  Davis. 
Nor  had  Barton  any  right  to  apply  his  account  or  any  part  of  it 
00  the  note,  where  it  was  not  so  directed  at  the  time  of  delivery. 
Had  such  been  its  direction  on  delivery,  it  would  have  beenpoy- 
men/,  not  matter  in  account,  and  would  have  been  good  on  a  plea 
of  payment  or  on  the  general  issue,  but  could  not  have  been  prop- 
er in  account.  The  moment  Barton  insists  upon  it  as  matter  in  ac- 
count that  settles  it  as  not  a  payment  or  application  on  note,  and 
leaves  it  in  account,  of  which  no  application  can  be  made  until  a 
balance  in  account  is  found.  That  balance  could  be  found  only 
on  examination  of  the  whole  accounts  between  the  parties.  This 
balance  turns  out  to  be  against  Barton,  and  whether  so  found  on 
an  audit  on  the  suit  on  book  or  on  the  declaration  in  ofiset  on 
book,  it  is  equally  fatal  to  Barton  applying  any  thing  on  the  note. 
Judn;roent  affirmed. 
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BvNNiNOToif,  Bliss  vs.  Arnold,  Lecjgitt  &.  Lap  ham. 

^^^'  When  a  cornmiflsion  merchant  is  diroctod  to  sdl  for  cjis'i,  ho  is  accountable  to 

bis  employer,  if  ho  delivers  the  articloR  sold  without  receiving  the  pay  thero- 
ioT,  and  cannot  h*-  protected  by  any  cuetoin,  existing  among  commimion  mer- 
chants, to  doliycr  tiuch  arliclos  and  vv  ait  for  the  pay  in  a  week  or  ten  days. 

A  want  ofa-lleging  asiwcial  demand  whnn  necessary  is  cun d  by  verdict. 

Quere — Whether  a  motion  in  arrest  can  bs  sustained  when  tiie  trial  of  anissae 
in  f«ct  is  by  ibo  court. 

This  was  an  action  on  the  case,    and  the  plaintilS*  declared  as 
follows  :— 

"F,ar  that  the  plaintiiT,  at  the  city  of  Nevv-Yoik  aforesaid,  on, 
&c.,  at  the  special  instatice  and  request  of  the  defendants,  deliver^ 
ed  to  the  said  defendants  a  certain  cask  of  cheese,  and  the  defend- 
ants did  then  and  there  undertake,  promise  and  agree  with  tlie 
plaintiiT  that  they  would  sell  the  said  cask  of  cheese  for  cash — that 
they  would  pay  the  plaintiff  for  the  same  when  sold,  after  deduct*- 
ing  2  1-2  per  cent,  from  the  price  of  the  said  cask  of  cheese,  which 
2  1-2  per  cent,  as  aforesaid  was  agreed  on  as  the  full  consideration 
for  tiie  expense  and  services  of  the  said  defendants  in  effecting  the 
sale  aforesaid  ;  and  the  defendants  did  then  and  there  further  agree 
that  if  they  sold  the  said  cheese  on  time,  they  would  guarantee  the 
payment  to  the  plaintiff,  in  which  last  mentioned  case  they  would 
charge  for  the  expenses  and  services  5  per  cent.,  and  no  more,  on 
the  sum  for  which  the  said  cask  of  cheese  should  be  sold ;  and  the 
plaintiff  further  says,  that  at  the  time  he  delivered  the  defendants 
the  cask  of  cheese  aforesaid,  be  instructed  the  said  defendants  that 
if  they  sold  the  said  cheese  on  time,  they  must  guarantee  the  pay- 
ment to  the  plaintiff:  and  further,  that  the  defendants  did  then  and 
there  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  or  before  the  15ih  day  of  May,  1833, 
sell  the  said  cheese  to  one  Townsend  Carpenter  on  time,  for  the 
sum  of  $23  33  cts.,  thereby  giving  the  said  Carpenter  time,  viz. 
one  or  two  days  to  pay  for  the  cask  of  cheese  aforesaid,  whereby 
the  said  defendants,  on  the  15th  day  of  may,  1833,  become  liable 
to  pay  the  plaintiff  the  sum  of  $23  33  cts.,  after  deducting  the 
5  percent,  for  their  expenses  and  services  as  aforesaid ;  whichsums, 
though  often  requested,  the  defendants  have  refused,  and  still  do 
refuse  to  pay." 

Plea — General  Issue. 

On  the  trial  of  the  issue  joined  between  the  parties  in  the  afore- 
said cause,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  it  was  proved  that  at  the 
time  of  the  delivering  of  the  said  cheese  to  the  said  Arnold,  Leg- 
gitt  &  Lapham,  they  were  commission  merchants  in  the  said  city 
jof  New- York,  and  received  the  said  cheese  of  the  plaintiff  to  sell 
on  commission,  under  instructions  that  if  they  sold  said  cheese  on 
^ime,  they  must  guarantee  the  payment  of  the  same  to  the  plaintiff. 
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«nd  might  and  should  retain  in  their  hands  as  a  compensation  there-  Bbwnington, 

for,  a  commission  of  five  per  cent,  on  the  amount  of  the  sales ;  and lasd. 

if  ihtsy  sold  for  cash,  they  should  retain  a  commission  of  2  F-2  per        ^1'** 
cent,  on  the  amount  of  sales  so  made,  as  a  compensation  therefor;    Arnold  h  ai. 
and  that  the  cask  of  cheese  in  question  was  not  sold  on  lime,  but 
was  a  cash  sale. 

The  plaintiff  further  gave  in  evidence  two  letters  of  the  firm  of 
ArBold,  Leggitt  &  Lapham — the  one  containing  an  account  of  ihe 
sales  of  the  cheese  so  consigned  ro  the  said  Arnold,  Le^giu  & 
Lapham^  and  the  other  explanatory  of  iheir  account, — also  proved 
that  lie  demaiided  pay  for  tlie  clieese  in  controversy,  before  the 
commencement  of  this  suit,  and  the  evidence  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff  having  been  closed — 

The  defendants  gave  in  evidence  the  the  deposition  of  Towo- 
^end  Carpenter,  who  testified,  that  in  December,  1332,  he  pur- 
chased of  the  defendants  three  casks  of  cheese — that  according  to 
bis  uniform  custom,  and  all  other  merchants  in  the  city  of  New 
York,  he  took  the  cheese  to  his  store  and  sold  it — that  within  two 
or  three  days,  one  of  the  defendants  called  upon  him,  and  request- 
ed payment,  which  was  not  made — that  the  defendants  called 
again — ^that  he  finally  became  insolvent,  no  part  paid,  and  his  prop^ 
erty  was  sold  by  the  sheriff;  but  that  he  was  in  good  credit  when 
he  purchased  the  cheese. 

The  joint  deposition  of  S.  H.  Herrick  and  H.  Ten  Broek,  who 
were  commission  merchants  in  country  produce,  stated — 

**  The  business  of  selling  for  cash  is  conducted  in  the  following 
fnaoDer :  The  purchaser  for  cash,  takes  the  article  into  his  pos^ 
session,  and  to  his  own  store,  (if  it  is  in  the  city,)  for  the  purpose 
of  examination,  and  to  collect  the  cash  which  he  is  to  pay  within 
a  few  days  of  the  sale.  The  usual  time  of  collecting  cash  pay- 
ments in  New- York,  with  commission  merchants,  varies  from 
twenty-four  hours  to  a  week  succeeding  the  sale.  It  is  our  belief 
that  it  would  be  difficult,  if  not  impossible,  to  conduct  cash  sales  on 
any  other  principle.  In  New.York,  there  must  be  some  confidence 
between  man  and  man  in  dealing ;  and  to  require  cash  at  the  very 
moment  of  delivery,  would  impede  and  interrupt  much  the  mer- 
chants' business.'^ 

The  court  dqcided  that  this  leirce  of  cheese  in  controversy  was 
sold  for  cash  by  the  defendants,  and  that  the  defendants  had  been 
guilty  of  negligence  in  not  receiving  or  securing  the  pay  therefor 
at  the  time  of  the  delivery  of  the  same  to  Carpenter,  or  within  a 
reasonabte  tin^e  after,  and  that  the  plaintiff  was  enlitlpd  to  recoycj- 
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Bknkikoton,  (lie  amount  of  tte  sales  of  one  cask  of  cheese  to  the  said  Carpen- 

1886. ter,  after  deducting  a  cominission  of  2  1-2  percent,  on  the  ansount 

^ji"        ^^  ^^^  ^*'®>  ^"^  rendered  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  accordingly. — 
Arno!de<tf/.   To  which  declsion  of  the  court  the  defendants  excepted. 

The  defend^ints  also  made  a  motion  in  arrest  of  the  verdict  for 
insufficiency  ip  the  plaintiff's  declaration. 

To  the  depision  of  the  court  overruling  this  motion,  the  defend- 
ants also  excepted. 

Mr.  Sargeant  for  the  plaintiff. — On  the  motion  in  arrest,  we 
insist  that  the  defendants  are  too  late  with  their  technical  objections 
\o  the  declaration. 

The  rule  is  now  well  settled,  that  facts  imperfectly  stated  or 
omitted,  will  (after  verdict)  be  presumed  to  have  been  shown  on 
irial.-^i  Chit.  PI.  402. 

2dly.  On  the  subject  of  customs,  they  must  be  certain — must 
be  proven,  and  construed  strictly. — 1  Bl.  Com.  78. 

We  insist  that  the  case  shows  no  certain  custom,  and  that  the 
case  comes  within  no  custom  attempted  to  be  shown. 

Again  :  All  local  customs  must  be  specifically  pleaded. — 1.  Bl. 
Com.  75-6—1  Chit.  PI. 

Mr.  Bennett  for  the  defendant. — 1 .  It  seems  the  court  found 
the  fact  that  the  cheese  in  controversy  was  sold  on  a  cash  sale, 
but  there  is  no  pretence  that  the  defendants  have  ever  received 
j,ay  for  the  same, 

2.  Are  the  defendants  responsible  to  pay  the  amount  of  the  sale 
to  the  plaintiff?   We  contend  not. 

By  the  terms  of  their  instructions,  the  defendants  were  either  to 
sell  for  cash  or  on  credit ;  and  if  they  sold  on  credit,  they  were 
bound  to  guarantee  the  payment. 

In  this  case  it  seems  they  sold  on  credit,  and  upon  a  cash  sale, 
and  conformed  to  the  usages  of  commission  merchants  on  cash  sales, 
in  permitting  the  buyer  to  take  the  property  into  his  custody  be- 
fore paying  for  it. 

The  usage  is  to  collect  the  moneys  on  cash  sales  from  twenty- 
four  hours  to  a  week  succeeding  the  sale. 

In  this  case  it  seems  the  sale  was  the  26th  of  December,  1832 — 
that  within  two  or  three  days  thereafter.  Carpenter  was  called  up- 
on by  Leggitt  for  the  pay,  but  said  he  could  not  then,  but  would 
hand  it  in  at  the  defendants'  store  in  a  day  or  two ;  but  that  he. 
Carpenter,  was  unable  to  do  it,  and  in  ten  days  from  the  time  of 
the  sale,  his  property  was  seized  on  a  fi,  fa.  He  failed,  and  has 
never  paid  or  been  able  to  pay  the  same  since  that  time. 
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The  defeDdants  in  this  case  were  justi6ed  in  conducting  ihis  bu-  ®5Si!J|*'"^"' 
siaess  according  to  the  usage  of  cornmlssion  merchants.      This        isae 
usage  was  impliedly  adopted  by  the  parties — 2  Stark.  Ev.  453 — 5        ^^ 
Bin.  R.  287.  A,i.«Jd*.i«/. 

In  what  way  are  the  defendants  responsible  ?    Have  they  not 
used  ordinary  diligence  ? 

3.    It  is  contended  under  the  motion  in  arrest,  that  the  decla4*n- 
tion  is  bad,  and  that  the  defects  are  not  cured  by  verdict. 

1.  The  consideration  of  the  promise  is  not  set  forth. 

2.  There  is  no  special  damage  alleged  in  the  declaration,  wlfich 
is  necessary  before  bringing  suit. — Law  PI    188,  189,  190. 

3.  This  defect  is  not  cured  by  the  verdict. — Cro.  Elia.  85 — 
1  Saund.  33,  note  2— Com.  Dig.  Title  PI.  69— Law  PI.  194. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 
Williams,  Ch.  J. — We  are  all  of  opinion  in  this  case,  that  the 
judgment  of  the  county  court  should  be  affirmed.  Tiie  defendant 
was  justly  held  accountable  for  the  cheese  in  question.  It  is  found 
that  the  defendant  and  his  partners  were  commission  merchants — 
that  they  received  the  cheese  to  sell ;  and  that  they  sold  it  for  cash, 
and  were  negligent  in  not  getting  the  pay  therefor.  If  there  was 
a  loss,  by  the  failure  of  the  men  to  whom  the  cheese  was  sold,  the 
loss  should  fall  upon  the  defendant  and  not  on  the  plaintiff. 

In  all  sales  for  cash,  the  money  must  be  paid  when  the  property 
is  delivered.  It  is  wholly  inconsistent  to  claim  that  a  sale  for  cash 
means  a  sale  on  a  credit  for  a  week  or  ten  days,  if  the  commis- 
sion merchants  in  New- York  have  adopted  such  a  custom  as  was 
contended  for  and  testi6ed  to,  it  must  be  for  their  own  accommoda- 
tion, and  cannot  be  recognized  as  obligatory  on  those  who  intrust 
to  them  property  to  be  sold  for  cash.  We  cannot  believe  there  is 
any  such  custom  recognized  as  law,  and  we  6nd  a  decision  of  Judge 
Gardner,  at  the  circuit  in  Monroe  county,  in  the  case  of  Graves 
vs.  Hendrick  fy  Smyth,  directly  opposed  to  any  such  custom  as 
binding  upon  the  person  who  intrusts  property  to  a  commission 
merchant. 

On  the  motion  in  arrest,  which  was  overruled  in  the  county 
court,  it  may  be  remarked,  in  the  first  place,  that  it  is  doubtful 
whether  any  motion  in  arrest  can  be  sustained  when  the  issue  is 
tried  by  the  court.  The  court  having  the  whole»case  before  them, 
it  is  supposed  they  would  not  render  judgment  on  a  declaration 
wholly  defective.  A  motion  in  arrest  is  to  prevent  a  judgment, 
and  is  filed  after  a  verdict  and  before  judgment.     Where  the  eourt 
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BcNKiNOToM,  tries  the  i&sua  of  fact,  the  Boding  the  issue  and  rendering  the  judg- 
isle"^  (nent  is  done  at  one  and  the  sarae  time.  But  on  exaraJDing  the 
»•'*«  declaration,  we  do  not  discover  any  defects  not  cured  by  a  verdicc. 
Aniuide/of  A  Sufficient  consideration  is  stated  in  the  compensation  or  commis- 
sion which  the  defendant  was  to  receive.  The  want  of  alleging  a 
special  demand  was  a  defect,  but  would  have  been  cured  by  a  ver- 
dict. Without  proving  such  a  demand,  the  court  would  not  have 
permitted  the  jury,  nor  would  the  jury  have  given  a  verdict  for  the 
plaintiff.  It  is  true,  the  want  of  slating  a  special  demand,  when 
it  is  uecessary,  has  been  holden  bad  on  a  general  demurrer,  and  it 
has  been  decided,  that  it  would  not  be  aided  by  a  verdict.  The 
authority  of  those  cases  is  questionable,  and  in  the  case  of  Botodell 
vs.  Parsons y  10  East.  359,  the  want  of  alleging  such  request  was 
held  not  a  sufficient  objection  in  arrest  of  judgment.  When  the  is- 
sue is  tried  by  the  court,  we  are  very  clear  that  the  objection  ought 
not  to  prevail  in  arrest. 

The  judgment  therefore  of  the  county  court  must  be  affirmed. 


John  Baldwin  vs,  RureRT. 


Bbnninoton    '*"  **>  ovcrooer  of  the  poor,  in  biDdin|r  out  to  apprenticeabip  a  child  chargeable 
February^  '       to  the  town,  covenant  that  Buoh  child  shall  faithfully  aerVo  out  the  tenn, 
-      ^^^-  the  town  is  not  liable  for  the  breach  of  such  contract. 

This  was  an  action  of  covenant  broken.  The  declaration  io 
substance  alleged  that  on  the  18th  of  January,  1825,  by  a  oertaiii 
deed  of  indenture  of  apprenticeship,  made  by  Thomas  Sheldon  and 
Seth  Moore,  overseers  of  the  poor  of  Rupert,  on  the  one  part,  and 
the  plaintiff  of  the  other,  signed,  sealed,  &c. — the  said  overseers 

did  apprentice  to  the  plaintiff,  one  A L ,  a  poor  boy, 

then  chargeable  to  said  town,  of  nine  years  of  age,  to  serve  and 
dwell  with  the  plaintiff  until  he  should  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one 
years ;  during  all  which  time  it  was  covenanted  and  agreed,  on  be- 
half of  said  town,  that  said  A L should  faiihfiilly  serve 

the  plaintiff;  to  which  covenant  the  said  overseers,  by  the  author- 
ity in  them  vested,  did  bind  said  town. — ^That  said  A——  L 

entered  upon  said  service,  but  afterwards,  in  January,  1833,  with- 
out cause,  depasled  the  plaintiff's  service,  and  has  ever  since  re- 
mained absent,  to  the  plaintiff's  damage,  fac. 

To  this  the  defendant  pleaded,  first,  Non  est  factum— second, 
after  oyer  of  said  indenture,  performance  on  the  part  of  the  defen- 
dant*    Issue. 
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On  the  trial  in  the  county  court,  the  plaintiff  showed  that  the  Bsnninoton, 

overseers  executed  said  indenture,  and  said  A L enter-        iSs?^' 

ed  on  said  service,  and  left  the  same  as  alleged,  but  showed  no      ^^^^n 
other  authority  in  the  overseers  than  such  as  the  statute  created.  Rop«rt. 

The  court  decided  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  recover, 
and  rendered  judgment  for  the  defendant ;  to  which  the  plaintiff 
excepted,  and  the  cause  passed  to  this  court. 

Betmett  for  the  plaintiffs — ^The  question  in  this  case  is,  wheth- 
er the  town  of  Rupert  are  bound  by  the  covenants  in  the  indenture 
executed  by  the  overseers  of  the  poor.     We  contend  they  are. 

1.  By  the  2d  section  of  the  act  relating  to  a  legal  settlement 
and  support  of  the  poor,  (page  370,)  every  town  is  bound  to  sup- 
port and  maintain  their  own  poor :  And  by  the  same  section  it  is 
made  the  duty  of  the  overseers  of  the  poor  to  relieve,  support  and 
maintain  them.  But  on  whose  account  and  at  whose  charge? — 
Most  certainly  the  town.  The  overseers  in  this,  act  as  the  agents^ 
of  the  town. 

8.  By  the  18th  section,  (page  377,)  the  overseers  of  the  poor 
are  empowered  to  set  at  work  all  such  children  as  are  chargeable 
to  such  town,  m  the  work-house  or  elsewhere,  or  bind  them  appren- 
tices, as  they  shall  think  best.  But  on  whose  account  are  they  to 
be  set  at  work?  and  at  whose  expense ?  and  on  whose  account 
are  the  overseers  to  bind  them  out  ?  Most  clearly  the  dverseers 
act  in  behalf  of  the  town,  and  ais  their  agents  in  this  business. 

The  overseers  of  the  poor  in  this  business,  do  not  act  as  the 
agents  af  the  law,  as  is  said  by  Judge  Swift  in  his  Digest,  (page  62.) 
The  iact  is  simply  this : — the  agency  is  created  by  the  law  ;  and 
when  the  overseers  act,  they  act  as  the  agents  of  the  corporation, 
and  in  their  behalf.  As  well  might  you  say,  the  overseers,  in  sup- 
porting and  relieving  the  poor,  and  in  setting  them  at  woHk  in  the 
town's  work-bouse,  act  as  the  agents  of  the  law,  and  not  of  the 
town. 

3.  We  think  the  overseers  are  empowered  by  the  act  itself  to 
bind  out  such  children  as  are  chargeable  to  the  town,  for  and  in  be- 
half of  the  town,  and  as  the  legally  constituted  agents  thereof,  and 
if  so,  it  would  follow  that  the  town  is  responsible  on  its  cove- 
nants. The  act  itself  declares,  ''  such  binding  shall  be  good  and 
effectual  in  law  to  all  intents  and  purposes. 

Shith  far  the  defendant, — ^It  is  very  apparent  the  town  is  not 
liable  to  the  phitntiff  for  the  desertion  of  the  apprentice.  In  bind- 
ing out  poor  children,  the  overseers  are  the  agents,  not  of  the  town, 
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BunfiNOToif,  but  of  thd  laws.     They  are  empowered  by  the  statute  to  bind  ihe 
1886.  '     apprentice  and  not  the  town^  and  of  course  can  insert  no  covenant 
^•w«       on  the  part  of  the  town. — Stat.  Ch.  47,  No.  1,  Sec.  18 — 1  Swift. 
Rvp'«rt,      Dig.  62.     In  this  case  there  is  no  covenant  to  be  found  in  the  in- 
denture, making  either  the  overseers  or  the  town  responsible  tot 
any  act  of  the  apprentice. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  defivererf  by 
CoLLAHER,  J. — It  has  been  uniformly  and  repeatedly  decided 
that  the  general  provision  in  the  statute  that  each  town  shall  pro- 
vide  for  its  own  poor,  be,  creates  no  liability.  The  statute  pro- 
ceeds to  particulars,  and  provides  the  cases  and  the  manner  in 
which  liability  arises,  exists,  and  b  to  be  enforced.  To  these  ca- 
ses is  liability  confined,  or  to  express  and  special  contracts  made, 
by  the  towns  or  their  agents  thereto  fully  authorized. 

In  this  ease,  it  is  indeed  alleged  that  the  overseers  made  this 
covenant  for  the  town,  by  authority ;  but  on  trial,  no  authority  was 
shown  but  such  as  arose  by  law  out  of  their  holding  the  office.  It 
is  iT\ie  that  the  overseers  had,  by  the  statute,  authority  to  bind  out 
the  apprentice,  and  undoubtedly  such  act  is  binding  on  all  concern- 
ed, including  the  town,  so  far  as  to  create  the  relationship  of  mas- 
ter and  apprentice.  When  the  law  confers  this  power  on  the  over- 
seers, it  confers  with  it  all  the  power  necessary  to  carry  that  into 
effect,  and  no  more.  But  it  is  not  necessary  or  incident  to  the 
power  of  binding  an  apprentice  that  covenants  for  fidelity  in  the 
apprentice  must  be  added.  The  exercise  of  such  a  power  without 
limitation  or  control,  would  be  of  dangerous  tendency  :  Hence  it 
was  not  given  by  enactment,  and  should  not  be  by  construction. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


Samubl  G.  Raymond  vs.  Administrator  or  the  estate  or 
BaiiMuieToii»  .g.,        - 

#V6nMiy,  Ezra  Ishah. 


ISM. 


Interest  allowed  on  a  merchant's  accounts  when  he  sells  on  a  credit,  after  fkm 
time  of  credit  has  expired. 

No  interest  allowed  on  mutual  accounts  when  there  is  no  stipulated  period  of 
cre«Ut,  and  when  the  balance  maj  vary  from  time  to  time. 

This  cause  came  to  the  county  court  upon  an  appeal  from  com- 
missioners, and  tried  upon  (acts  agreed  upon,  to  wit : 
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That  the  account  on  the  books  of  said  Raymond,  BsmniraToii. 

deducting  the  credit,  amounts  to                                ^467  90  ^im''* 

And  the  account  on  the  books  of  £.  Isham,  deducting  Raymond  "" 

ihe  credit,  amounts  to  150  97 


Leaving  a  balance  as  principal,  $316  93 

We  find  the  accounts  of  the  parties  commenced  in  181 6,  and 
continued  in  mutual  deal  until  the  year  1830.  The  account  of 
the  plaintiff  is  for  merchandize,  and  that  of  E.  Isham  is  for  servi^ 
ces  as  a  physician. 

If  interest  is  to  be  cast  on  the  running  account,  after  the  usual 
time  of  credit  up  to  the  present  time,  it  will  be  the  sum  of  two 
hundred  and  fifty-seven  dollars  and  three  cents,  which  is  to  be  ad- 
ded to  the  above  balance. 

If  interest  is  to  be  cast  from  the  close  of  the  dealings  between 
the  parties,  it  will  amount  to  the  sum  of  $95  79.  It  is  further 
agreed  that  it  was  the  known  custom  for  Mr.  Raymond  to  charge 
interest  on  accounts  after  six  months,  but  no  express  promise  or 
contract  was  ever  made  between  the  parties  for  the  payment  of 
interest,  or  any  conversation  respecting  it  whilst  said  account  was 
•accruing,  and  that  no  statement  of  said  account  was  furnished  to 
said  Isham,  or  evidence  to  show  that  said  Isham  was  particularly 
apprised  by  said  Raymond  that  be  should  charge  interest,  to  his  re- 
colleetion.  It  is  further  agreed  that  said  Raymond,  at  several 
times,  called  on  said  Isham  for  the  settlement  of  their  respective 
accounts,  but  the  same  was  postponed,  because  one  or  the  otbex 
of  the  parties  was  not  ready. 

On  the  trial  it  was  contended  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  that 
bom  the  law  arising  from  the  facts  agreed  upon,  the  plaintiff  was 
not  entitled  to  recover  for  any  sum  for  interest,  in  addition  to  the 
principal  of  his  account ;  and  the  court  decided  pro  forma^  and 
by  consent  of  parties,  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover  the 
sum  of  $257  03,  for  interest  in  addition  to  his  balance  of  princi- 
pal, making  in  the  whole  $573  ^.  To  this  opinion  of  the  court 
the  defendant  excepted. 

Mr.  P.  Lham  for  defendant. -^li  appears  from  the  case  that 
the  respective  accounts  of  the  parties  commenced  in  1816,  and 
was  continued  in  mutual  dealing  to  the  year  1830.  There  was 
never  a  liquidation  of  the  account  by  the  parties — no  statement  of 
the  same  ever  furnished  to  either,  and  no  contract  ever  made  for 
the  payment  of  interest,  or  any  conversatbn  in  relation  to  it.  In 
jiuch  case  the  rule  in  England  has  been  uniform,  that  interest  can*- 
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^^F^iwv^'  not  be  recovered ;  and  the  rule  is  not  varied  by  a  sale  at  3  or  6 
1836.  '  months.  Such  sale,  says  Lord  Ellenborough,  means  "that  the 
*^*3rmond  vendee  shall  not  be  called  on  for  payment,  but  that  it  is  still  a  con- 
Uham.  tract  for  the  payment  of  goods,  on  which  interest  cannot  be  recov- 
ered.—1722,  Bunbury  R.  119—1730,  Bams'  cases  228,  PinocJc 
vs.  Wf/&«— 1771,3  Wilson  R.  205,  Blanby  vs.  Hendricks— 
1806,  6  Esp.  N.  P.  R.  45,  Charlie  vs.  DuJce  of  York— 1810, 
2  Camp.  N.  P.  R.  429,  Oordon  vs.  Swan— Do.  12  East.  R. 
418,  do.  vs.  rfo.— 1812,  15  East.  R.  223,  Carlton  vs.  Bragg— 
—1825,  6  B.  &  C.  715,  Shaw  vs.  Pictors. 

The  rule  is  the  sanie  in  chancery,  on  a  devise  for  the  payment 
of  debts  ;  though  interest  will  be  allowed  on  simple  contract  debts, 
it  will  not  be  on  book  accounts. — 14  Vincr  Abj.  457 — 3.  Chan. 
R.  64,  Dolman  vs.  Pritmanr—2  Atk.  R.  110  Lloyd  vs.  Williams 
— 3  Vesey  R.  134,  Parker  vs.  Hutchinson — 3  John.  Ch,  587. 

In  this  country  the  same  rule  has  been  adopted  in  relation  to 
open,  mutual  and  unliquidated  accounts,  and  interest  has  always 
been  refused. — Pennsylvania,  1  Dall.  265,  Henry  vs.  Risk — Do. 
315,  Williams  vs.  Craig — Virginia,  2  Hen.  and  Mump.  603 — 2 
Call.  R.  358— Kentucky,  Hardin  518,  SotUh  vs.  Leany—l  Bibb 
325,  446,  Harrison  vs.  Handley—S.  Carolina,  4  M'Cord  R.  392, 
■  vs  Magrath — ^Massachusetts,  2  Gall  R.  45,  GammUl  vs. 
Skinner — 12  Mass. — New  York,  12  John.  R.  158,  Kane  vs. 
iSmiVA— 6  John  R.  45,  Newell  vs.  Griswold—2  Wend.  R.  501, 
Wood  vs.  Hickok—1  Wend.  R.  178,  Doyle  vs.  *».  James's 
Church — 3  Cowen  R.  419,  Glass  Factory  vs.  Reed — Vermont, 
Bray  R.  133,  Houghton  vs.  Hagar—2  Vt.  R.  539,  Bates  vs. 
Starr— B  Vt.  R.  177,  Catlinvs.  Aikin. 

It  appears  that  it  was  the  general  custom  of  Mr.  Raymond  to 
charge  interest  after  six  months.  This,  however,  is  not  a  univer- 
sal custom  among  merchants.  Some  charge  from  date,  others  from 
three,  six  and  nine  months,  others  still  charge  or  not  charge,  de- 
pending on  the  nature  of  their  dealings  and  the  probability  of  the 
continuance  of  their  custom. 

There  exists  nothing  between  the  parties  that  shews  that  such  a 
claim  was  ever  contemplated,— no  payment  of  interest  on  former 
settlements  and  the  like ;  neither  did  Mr.  Raymond  ever  apprise 
the  defepdant  that  he  charged  interest  on  his  accounts.  But 
whatever  may  be  his  custom,  this  can  never  prevail  against  the 
genenil  rule  of  law,  unless  it  is  such  a  general  custom  as  by  which 
ail  are  bound,  and  such  as  exists  between  the  English  and  Ameri- 
can rade — 1  Dallas  R.  265—2  Wend.  R.  501. 
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There  was  no  demand  ever  made  for  payment  of  theaccount,  ^^^^^"^^^'^ 
though  it  appears  Mr.  Raymond  requested  a  settlement  of  their       isse..^' 
respective  accounts,  or  requested  to  have  their  accounts  liquidated,     Raymood 
bat  this  was  mutually  postponed  by  the  parties. 

Interest  is  generally  allowed  where  the  accounts  are  balanced  by 
the  parties  after  it  becomes  due.— 6  £p.  R.  45.  And  if  the 
court  should  be  of  opinion  that  interest  should  be  cast,  it  is  claim- 
ed that  it  can  be  allowed  only  from  the  close  of  the  dealings  be- 
tween them. 

JD.  Robinson  jr.  for  plaintiff. — ^It  is  a  general  rule,  where  it  is 
known  to  be  the  custom  of  merchants  or  others  to  charge  interest 
OD  their  accounts  after  a,  certain  time  of  credit,  the  law  will  pre- 
sume the  purchaser,  or  person  for  whom  services  are  rendered, 
promises  to  pay  such  interest. — 1  Con.  R.  32 — Swift's  Digest 
714. 

When  goods  are  sold,  to  be  paid  for  at  a  certain  time,  interest 
ought  to  be  allowed  after  that  time. 

The  time  of  credit  given  by  Mr.  Raymond  was  six  months, 
and  this  was  known  to  defendant,  the  reason  of  the  foregoing  rule 
is  applicable  to  the  present  case. 

Where  articles  are  delivered  or  service  performed  and  charged  on 
book,  and  no  time  is  agreed  on  when  payment  should  be  made, 
yet  if  it  appears  from  the  nature  of  the  transaction,  that  they 
were  to  be  paid  for  in  a  reasonable  time,  and  payment  is  unreasonr 
ably  delayed,  interest  will  be  recovered  as  damages. 

In  this  case  the  expected  time  for  payment  is  spring  and  fidl,  and 
payment  was  unreasonably  delayed,  and  especially  as  the  plaintiff 
called  several  times  on  defendant  for  a  settlement  of  their  respec- 
tive accounts. 

The  above  rules  have  been  universally  followed  in  this  state  and 
in  Connecticut. 

We  have  not  followed  the  English  and  New  York  practice  on 
this  subject.— Ba/C5  vs.  Starr,  2  Vt.  R.  539. 

The  implied  promise  to  pay  interest  is  as  binding  as  an  express 
contract  to  pay  interest. — Svnft. 

The  fact  that  the  plaintiff  does  not  recollect  that  he  particularly 
apprised  defendant,  that  he  should  charge  interest,  or  that  any 
conversation  respecting  interest  passed  between  them,  does  not 
preclude  the  idea,  that  defendant  knew  Mr.  Raymond's  custom  of 
charging  interest  on  account  after  six  months* 
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BcxniNOTov,  It  „gjg  „Qt  oecessary  to  make  and  furnish  defendant  a  $tatement 
18S6.  of  the  account  to  entitle]  plaintiff  to  interest.  He  called  on  de- 
^*JJ!°°**  fendant  several  times  for  a  settlement,  and  it  was  his  own  neglect 
ithara.       that  be  did  not  know  the  balance  due. 

Again,  if  partial  payments  are  made,  interest  will  be  allowed  on 
the  balance,  though  the  accounts  are  unliquidated. — Sioifi. 

Are  there  any  facts  in  the  case  that  rebut  the  presumption,  that 
the  defendant  was  to  pay  interest  ?  Defendant  knew  the  plaintiff 
exacted  interest  on  his  account  after  six  months. 

Does  the  fact,  that  the  account  commenced  in  1816  and  contin- 
ued until  the  year  1830,  imply  that  the  plaintiff  did  not  mean  or 
expect  to  exact  interest  as  on  other  accounts.  Could  the  defend- 
ant consider  that,  because  plaintiff  neglected  to  sue  him,  that  he 
was  to  give  in  t/ie  interest  1 

The  fact  tends  to  prove  the  contrary,  that  the  plaintiff  calculate 
ed  to  receive  interest  as  in  other  cases. 

There  is  nothing  in  the  case  from  which  it  can  be  presumed 
that  the  balance  was  constantly  varying^  sometimes  in  favor  of  the 
one  and  sometimes  in  favor  of  the  other  ;  but  from  the  large  bal- 
ance due  plaintiff,  the  contrary  is  to  be  presumed. 

That  the  defendant  was  a  physician  is  not  such  a  fact,  as  we  con- 
ceive, 4rom  which  it  could  be  presumed  that  the  plaintiff  did  not 
expect  to  exact,  and  the  defendant  did  not  expect  to  pay  interest. 

If  then  it  was  the  known  custom  of  Mr.  Raymond  to  charge  in- 
terest on  his  accounts  after  six  months,  it  must  be  considered  to  be 
tbe  understanding  of  the  parties,  that  interest  should  be  paid  ac- 
eordingiy. 

The  case  in  Brayton,  134,  was  decided  on  the  ground  that  it 
was  not  the  custom  in  England,  where  the  goods  were  bought,  nor 
in  Montreal,  where  the  goods  were  to  be  paid  for,  to  exact  interest ; 
and  the  law  of  England  would  not  enforce  it. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 
Williams,  Ch.  J. — ^The  question  in  this  case  is,  whether  the 
plaintiff  b  entitled  to  interest  on  his  account. 

By  the  rules  or  practice  of  the  English  courts,  interest  probably 
would  not  be  allowed  in  a  case  similar  to  this,  although  there  is  no 
subject  on  which  the  law  is  more  unsettled.  It  is  considered  by 
some  of  their  elementary  writers,  that  there  is,  at  this  day,  no  set- 
tled law  upon  the  subject  of  allowing  interest.  In  the  case  of 
Bates  vs.  Starr ^  2  Vt.  R.  536,  it  was  observed,  that  tbe  rule  in 
relation  to  interest  in  the  English  courts  and  in  the  courts  of  the 
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ftate  of  New  York,  had  not  been  adopted  here.    Our  practice  is  ^^'JJIJ!^"' 
more  conformable  to  that  which  prevails  in  the  state  of  Con- }^^_^^ 

neCticUt.  '  Raymond 

Where  a  merchant  sells  goods  by  retail,  on  a  credit  of  three  or  i«h«m. 
six  months,  or  a  year,  those  who  deal  with  him  are  expected  to  ' 
settle  and  pay  the  balance  due  at  the  expiration  of  the  time  of 
credit.  A  contract  to  pay  interest  on  whatever  may  be  due  from 
the  expiration  of  this  time  of  credit,  may  therefore  be  implied. 
The  customers  of  the  merchant  are  supposed  to  be  acquainted 
with  the  time  of  credit,  as  they  can  by  enquiry  easily  ascertain  it. 
The  prices  at  which  the  goods  are  sold  are,  in  some  measure,  reg- 
ulated by  the  credit  given.  In  the  case  under  consideration,  from 
the  practice  which  has  generally  obtained  in  this  state,  from  the 
known  usage  and  custom  of  Mr.  Raymond,  as  well  as  of  other 
merchants,  to  cast  interest  on  their  accounts  after  six  months,  we 
think  there  was  an  implied  contract  on  the  part  of  Dr.  Isham  to 
pay  interest  after  the  usual  time  of  credit.  Considering  the  case 
as  governed  by  the  implied  contract,  no  interest  would  be  recover- 
able where  there  were  mutual  accounts  and  dealings  between  two,, 
and  no  stipulated  period  of  credit,  and  when  the  balance  might 
continually  vary.  In  such  a  case,  the  inference  from  the  dealings 
between  the  parties,  would  be,  that  no  interest  should  be  cast  on 
either  side. 

The  judgment  of  the  county  court,  which  was  for  the  largest 
sum,  is  therefore  affirmed. 
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WINDHAM  COUNTY, 
Fbbruart  T£bm,  1836. 


Present,  Hon.  CHARLES  K.  WILLIAMS,  Ode/ Janice. 
"      STEPHEN  ROYCE,         i 
"      JACOB  COLLAMER,        }Asnstani  Juttices. 
••      ISAAC  F.  REDFI£LD»     S 


WncDBAM,  John  C.  BaioGs  vs.  Guilford. 

Febnuary, 
1836.  Towns  are  bound  to  repair  injuries  to  roads  and  bridges  as  soon  as  may  be,  baft 

this  term  is  to  ha?e  a  reasonable  and  practicable  construction,  and  the  re. 
pair  is  to  be  made  as  soon  as  the  magnitude  of  the  work,  the  opportunity  of 
procuring  materials,  and  other  circumstances  necessarily  connected  with 
such  a  work  will  admit. 

Quere, — Are  towns  bound  to  open,  when  practicable,  any  by-way  around  a 
bridge,  while  repairing  ? 

If  such  by.way  be  voluntarily  opened  by  the  town,  they  are  bound  only  to 
make  the  same  as  safe  and  good  as  the  temporary  purpose  for  which  it  is 
made  would  reasonably  require. 

Injuries  in  any  measure  owing  to  the  plaintiff's  want  of  ordinary  care,  are  not 
the  foundation  of  an  action. 

This  was  an  action  on  the  case  for  special  damage  to  the  plain- 
tiff from  the  insufficiency  of  a  certain  public  highway  and  bridge 
in  Guilford.     Plea^  general  issue,  and  trial  by  jury. 

The  plaintiff  introduced  testimony  tending  to  show  that  he  was 
travelling  with  a  horse  and  chaise  on  the  stage-road  through  Guil- 
ford, on  the  24th  of  June,  1834.  When  he  arrived  at  Broad  Brook 
in  said  town,  be  found  the  bridge  across  said  brook  gone,  which 
bridge  it  was  admitted  Guilford  was  bound  to  maintain ;  that  there- 
fore be  turned  into  a  way  on  the  adjoining  land  leading  down  the 
bank  and  across  said  stream  around  said  bridge — ^that^his  way  was 
opened  by  the  owner  of  the  land,  on  the  occasion  and  under  the 
circumstances  hereinafter  mentioned — that  the  same,  immediately 
after  leaving  the  highway,  necessarily  descended  a  steep  bank  into 
a  level  plain — that  the  way  down  this  bank  was  about  nine  lods 
fong,  and  of  an  elevation  of  from  12  to  14  degrees.— It  was  a  dug- 
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way  loto  a  side-hilt,  and  the  only  guard  on  the  lowet  side  consist-    Wimdbam, 
ed  of  logs  and  timbers  from  12  to  15  inches  diameter^  placed  and        isse^ ' 


secured  by  slakes  on  the  lower  side  of  said  road. — ^The  down-hilf        ^^ 
end  of  each  timber  was  laid  upon  the  upper  end  of  the  timber  be-     c*uiHQrdV 
low,  and  so  continued  the  whole  length  of  said  hill,  wifh  som^ 
sticks  or  stones  kid  occasionally  under  said  timbers.     In  descend- 
ing this  hill  with  hfs  chaire,  both  the  ^orse  and  chaise  of  ths  de- 
fendant went  off  over  said  muniment,  and  were  precipitated  down  / 
hito  the  plain,  12  or  14  feet,  and  the  chaise  thereby  much  broken 
and  damaged. — ^^The  plaintiff  introduced  testimony  further  tend- 
ing to  show  that  the  dug-way  might  have  been  made  longer,  and 
the  etevation  thereby  reduced,  at  a  few  dollars^  expense  i  bat  on 
this  point,  the  testimony  was  contradictory. 

The  defendant  introduced  testimony  tending  to  show,  that  onf 
(he  25th  day  of  May,  1834,  an  unusual  and  extraordinary  freshet 
took  place  on  this  stream,  occasioned  by  a  sudden  and  violent  rain. 
On  the  next  day  in  the  morning,  being  Monday,  the  selectmeo  of 
Guilford  were  out :  one  of  them,  on  the  way,  came  to  this  bridge^ 
and  finding  the  same  gone,  applied  to  a  Mr.  Gale,  the  ov^ner  of 
tlie  adjoining  land,  to  open  his  fences  and  proceed  to  arrange  this 
by-^vay  in  such  manner  as  that  people  might  get  along  while  the 
bridge  was  rebuilding :  This  had  been  done,  whenever  the  bridge 
was  repairing,  for  forty  years  past. — ^That  thereupon  Gale  opened 
his  fences,  and  men  and  teams  were  procured,  and  this  dug- way 
teas  completed  and  used. — That  said  selectman  then^  after  leaving 
said  request  with  Gale,  proceeded  to  meet  the  other  selectmen, 
who  proceeded  to  examine  the  damages  occa^oned  by  the  freshets 
They  found  the  damage  extensive :  nine  bridges  across  said  stream 
were  carried  off  in  that  town — the  highways  greatly  injured,  and 
in  one  place  60  or  70  rods  of  road  entirely  gone. — ^Ihey  there  laid 
out  a  new  highway — put  some  of  the  minor  bridges  in  immediate 
contract,  and  got  some  people  at  work,  and  near  night  returned  to 
(be  bridge  in  question,  and  endeavored  to  contract  for  the  same, 
but  did  not  succeed.     They  inserted  in  the  next  Brattleboro'  pa- 
per, which  was  published  on  Saturday,  that  all  the  bridges  not  pre- 
viously let  by  private  contract,  would  be  let  at  public  vendue  on 
Wednesday  of  the  next  week  ;  and  on  Wednesday,  June  5th,  this 
bridge,  with  all  the  others  not  previously  contracted,  were  let  out 
to  be  erected.    This  bridge  had  never  before  been  carried  away  by 
freshet;  but  now,  though  the  same  had  been  rebuilt  but  two  years 
before,  one  of  its  stone  abutments  was  swept  off,  and  the  soil  near 
six  feet  below.     Gale,  who  contracted  to  rebuild  said  abutment  at 

34 
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^^M^Se^    $1^86,  Commenced  drawing  the  stone  tbe  next  day  after  he  took 

1M6.        tbe  contract ;  and  as  soon  as  the  water  had  subsided  sufBcienily, 

^^^       be  employed  hands  and  kept  three  or  four  men  constantly  laying 

Quiiibrd.      tbe  stonc,  wbich  was  as  great  a  number  as  could  be  conveniently 

80  at  work ;  and  he  drew  the  stone  from  thirty  rods  to  a  mile,  and 

kept  tbe  stone-layers  constantly  supplied  until  the  abutment,  which 

was  twenty-one  feet  high  and  contained  forty  cords  of  stone,  was 

completed,  which  was  on  the  3d  day  of  July ;  and  the  ^ood-woik, 

being  prepared,  was  immediately  put  on,  and  the  bridge  rendered 

passable  on  the  4th  day  oi  July. — I'he  whole  expense  of  this  bridge 

being  about  four  hundred  dollars,   and  the  whole  daniage  to  tbe 

roads  and  bridges  in  that  town,  near  three  thousand  dollars. 

The  defendant  also  introduced  testimony  tending  to  show,  that 
the  plaintiff  was  informed  of  the  condition  of  this  road  and  bridge 
/  before  he  arrived  there,  and  conducted  with  imprudence  in  his 
mode  of  descending  said  hill. 

The  plaintiff  requested  the  court  to  change  the  jury,  that  if  the 
bridge  was  carried  away  by  a  freshet,  the  town  uere  by  law  requi- 
red to  rebuild  the  same  as  soon  as  might  be. — That  if  they  delay- 
ed for  the  mere  purpose  of  consulting  their  own  eonveuience  or 
profit,  they  were  negligent  and  liable  for  damage  occasioned  by 
want  of  tbe  bridge."^Tbat  if  they  used  all  proper  diligence  in 
building  the  bridge,  but  in  the  mean  time  made  a  road  across  the 
stream  elsewhere  for  the  public  travel,  and  used  it  themselves, 
such  road  was  a  highway  within  the  statute;  and  they  were  bound, 
while  it  was  kept  open,  to  see  that  it  was  sufficiently  safe. — That 
if  they  allowed  it  to  be  of  greater  elevation  tlian  was  necessary,  or 
in  case  the  elevation  could  not  be  avoided — did  not  provide  a  suC- 
ficient  railing  to  prevent  accident,,  they  were  liable. — That  if  the 
injury  happened  in  some  measure  by  the  conduct  or  management 
of  the  horse,  when  it  could  not  be  rationally  expected  to  have  hap- 
pened, if  the  road  had  been  properly  made  and  guarded,  the  town 
were  liable. 

But  the  coim  declined  sa  to  charge  the  jury,  but  did  charge 
them  as  follows  : — It  is  the  duty  of  towns  to  make  and  keep  their 
highways  and  bridges  in  good  and  sufficient  repair — safe  for  the 
traveller — using  ordinary  care  and  prudence ;  and  if  special  damr 
age  arise  from  insufficiency  or  want  of  repair,  the  town  is  liable^ 
It  seems  that  the  bridge  was  providentially  destfoyed  on  the  25tb 
day  of  May.  This  bridge,  it  was  the  duty  of  the  town  immediate- 
ly to  rebuild  with  as  much  dispatch  as  the  magnitude  of  the  work^ 
under  the  existing  cirxsurastances,  would  reasonably  permit.     The 
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town  was  not  bound  to  rebuild  it  with  a  dispatch  which  was  entire-    Windham, 
ly  inconsistent  with,  or  utterly  regardless  of  economy  and  their        issa/^' 
own  interests ;  nor  were  they  to  consult,  their  own  convenience  on-      ^"s«"i 
ly ;  but  were  bound  to  rebuild  it  immediately — using  all  that  dill-     Qwi'M- 
gence  which  the  iiDportance  of  the  road,  the  magnitude  of  the 
work,  the  difficulty  of  procuring  materials  and  other  circumstances 
necessarily  connected  with  such  a  work  would  reasonably  permit. 
If  the  town  were  guilty  of  neglect  in  the  performance  of  this  duty, 
and  thereby  the  plaintiff  was  compelled  to  seek  his  way  around  the 
bridge,  and  in  so  doing,  using  ordinary  prudence,  he  was  injured, 
the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover. 

It  may  perhaps  be  questionable,  whether,  if  the  town  use  imme- 
<diate  and  reasonable  diligence  in  the  repair  of  sudden  and  provi>- 
dential  injuries  to  roads  and  bridges,  they  are  bound  to  make  any 
temporary  by-ways  to  be  used  in  the  mean  time,  or  thereby  to  as- 
sume new  and  additional  duties  or  liabilities  by  such  act  of  gratuity. 

This  town  did,  however,  open  and  repair  a  by-way  around  this 
bridge,  on  which  by-way  I  his  injury  happened.  In  inquiring  wheth- 
er this  way  was  sufficient,  or  out  of  repair,  the  jury  will  consider 
the  occasion  for  which  that  way  was  opened — the  length  of  time 
and  nature  of  travel  for  which  it  was  expected  to  be  used.  If  the 
way  was  as  sufficient  and  in  as  good  repair  as  was  reasonably  de- 
manded for  such  purpose  and  occasion,  then  the  town  are  not  lia- 
ble. But  if  that  way  was  not  even  sufficient  for  the  occasion  for 
wiiich  it  was  made  and  used,  the  jury  will  inquire  whether  from 
such  insufficiency  tlie  plaintiff  has  been  injured.  If  the  injury  is 
in  whole  or  in  part  owing  to  the  plaintifPs  want  of  using  ordinary 
cAfe.  or  prudence,  then  he  is  not  entitled  to  recover  :  but  if  this 
way  is  found  insufficient  and  out  of  repair,  as  before  explained,  and 
the  damage  accrued  to  the  plaintiff  ^hereby,  then  the  town  is  lia- 
ble to  pay  the  same. 

The  jury  returned  a  verdict  for  the  defendant,  and  the  plaintiff 
filed  exceptions,  whereon  the  case  passed  to  this  court. 

fVilliam  C.  Bradley  for  the  plaintiff. — There  being  no  ques- 
tion made  in  the  case  as  to  the  general  liability  of  the  town  to  re- 
pair the  bridge,  and  in  the  mean  time  the  road,  the  questions  rais- 
ed relate  to  the  extent  of  the  liability  in  regard  to  each. 

I.  As  to  the  Bridge — ^The  plaintiff  contends  that  the  obliga- 
tion was  to  repair  immediately  if  practicable,  and  that  if  the  town 
delayed  in  so  doing,  it  was  at  their  own  risk ;  and  for  damages  hap- 
pening during  that  delay,  by  reason  of  the  insufficiency  of  the  bridge. 
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the  town  was  liable.-^Tbai  the  practicalility  of  rebuilding  the 
_  bridge  was  settled  by  the  ultimate  repair,  which  io  that  respect 
loade  it  a  qu^tioo  of  tioie  only. — ^That  the  town  having  delayed 
proTiding  in  the  actual  repaif  for  the  space  of  at  least  11  days,  it 
was  of  itself  such  negligence  as  ntade  ihem  liable,  especially  if  the 
public  travel  was  suspended,  «r  during  that  time  turned  down  a  de- 
clivity.^-That  this  delay  was  nox  excused  by  waiting  to  adv^ertiae 
for  building-jobs  jp  a  nevrspaper  to  be  printed  siy  days  afterwards^ 
because  such  jobbing  was  wholly  unnecessary,  and  if  permitted  io 
such  cases  by  law,  not  to  be  indulged  to  the  extent  of  the  delay. 

2.  At  io  the  Road. — The  plaintiff  contends  that  the  town,  be* 
ing  obliged  to  keep  it  in  repair,  it  was  (while  the  obligation  exist- 
ed) placed  on  the  footing  of  all  other  legal  roads,  viz.,  sufficiently 
safe  for  all  the  travel  which  usually  passed  on  the  stage-road  thro' 
the  town. — That  from  12  to  14  degrees  of  declivity  was  of  itself 
UQsafe ;  and  only  to  be  excused  by  the  impracticability  of  making 
it  lower,  and  single  timbers  of  12  to  15  inches  diameter  each,  with 
one  extremity  on  the  ground  and  the  other  on  the  timber  below 
throughout  the  declivity,  was  not  a  sufficient  safeguard  on  the  low^- 
er  side ;  and  that  after  the  request  to  the  court,  the  attention  of  the 
jury  ought  to  haye  been  called  to  both  these  circumstances. 

3.  As  io  both  Bridge  and  Road^ — That  if  the  injury  happened 
under  such  circumstances  that  there  was  good  ground  to  find  that 
it  would  not  (without  wilfulness  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff)  have 
happened  if  the  road  had  beeyn  in  repair,  the  plaintiff  was  entitled 
to  recover. 

John  Phelp$  for  the  defendant. — ^The  question  in  this  case  ari- 
ses upon  the  charge  to  the  jury.  Of  this  we  think  the  plaintiff  bas 
no  right  to  complain.  The  charge  restricted  the  jury  to  find,  if 
they  foupd  lor  the  defendant,  1st,  That  the  town  proceeded  to  re- 
build with  all  proper  and  reasonable  dispatch,  governed  only  by  an 
economy  pot  inconsistent  with,  or  utterly  regardless  of  their  own 
interests. — 2d,  That  the  temporary  way  was  as  sufficient  as  was 
l-easonably  demanded  for  the  occasion.  Or  if  they  found  otherwise 
upon  either  of  these  points,  they  must  find,  3d,  That  the  injury- 
was  in  whole  or  in  part  owing  to  the  plaintiff's  want  of  using  ordii- 
nary  care  and  prudence. 

Any  thing  short  of  the  doctrine  )aid  xlown  on  .the  first  point, 
would  compel  the  town  to  erect  a  bridge  of  unsuitable  materials, 
and  of  too  frail  a  structure. — Any  thing  short  of  that  on  the  second, 
might,  apd  in  the  very  instance  in  question  would,  have  been  aa 
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impossibility.  For  bow  mre  the  rocky  an^  precipitous  banks  of  our 
rivers  to  be  safely  passed  without  bridges  ?  Bat.  while  a  bridge  is 
io  building,  a  temporary  way  is  all  that  can  be  bad  :  and  Ibe  char- 
acter of  this  must  be  regulated  entirely  by  the  character  of  the  pre* 
cipice  to  be  surmounted,  and  not  at  all  by  tli^  common  standard 
for  ordinary  highways ;  and  of  this  every  traveller,  is  bo«|nd  to  take 
notice,  and  govern  himself  accordingly,  at  his  peril.  The  charge 
then  was  correct  od  both  points,  and  there  was  sufficient  evidence 
given  to  warmot  the  jury  in  finding  according  to  the  charge.  But 
if  there  was  not,  they  then  found,  agreeably  with  the  charge,  that 
ihe  party  injured  was  himself  in  fault. 

It  must  be  borne  in  mind,  that  the  way  in  question  was  through 
a  private  enclosed  domain. — ^Tbat  it  must  be  made  under  license 
of,  and  when  the  owner  chose  to  direct,  if  made  at  all ;  or  else  by 
sucb  outlet  used  for  the  occasion,  time  out  of  mind,  if  there  be  one. — 
Com.  Dig.  Tit.  Highway,  1  Rol.  Ab.  390.— That  the  town  had 
no  way  to  compel  the  owner  to  give  a  license,  either  to  have  his 
soil  dug  down,  or  the  way  extended  contrary  to  his  pleasure. — 
That  the  traveller  on  such  an  emergency  must  be  content  with 
such  accommodation  as  the  owner  chooses  to  give,  or,  or  go  back 
and  take  some  other  more  safe  road  round  the  obstruction,  at  his 
election.  If  he  chooses  to  encounter  the  obstruction,  he  must  know 
the  discipline  and  ability  of  his  beast  at  his  peril ;  and  is  bound  to 
direct  and  govern  both  his  beast  and  himself — not  with  imprudence, 
certainly ;  but  with  all  the  ordinary  care,  skill  and  prudence  of  a 
careful  and  prudent  man.  And  the  measure  of  care  and  prudence 
in  sucb  case  is  not  to  be  governed  by  that  which  would  be  neces- 
sary and  proper  upon  an  open,  unobstructed,  finished  highway ; 
but  by  that  which  would  be  required  In  getting  over,  or  around  an 
obstruction  ujK>n  a  road  or  bridge  then  actually  under  the  process 
of  repair.  Upon  an  open  road  left  as  finished,  it  might  be  deemed 
prudent  management  and  ordbary  care  not  to  hold  up  a  horse  un- 
•der  full  trot ;  or  even  on  a  proper  occasion,  greater  speed.  But 
when  a  bridge  is  swept  away,  and  a  large  gulf  opened,  and  work, 
men  all  about  employed  in  rebuilding,  and  the  traveller  otherwise 
specially  notified  of  the  perils  of  the  occasion,  he  must  not  persist 
to  continue  bis  unbroken  speed,  nor  to  ride  over  the  dangerous 
gulf,  if  to  ride  would  increase  the  bazaid ;  nor  to  direct  his  restive 
beast  with  bis  own  imprudent  or  unskilful  hand ;  nor  refuse  aid 
when  tendered  to  him. 

Sucb,  among  other  facts,  were  given  in  evidence';  and  we  may 
suppose  even  stronger  ones,  when  the  {rfaintiff,  in  drawing  up  bit 
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case,  states,  tkal  he  condncted  with  imprudence  in  his  mode  of  de^ 
scending  ih^  hilL  Can  it  be  said  then,  in  this  case,  thai  the  party 
Briijgs  injured  im  in  no  fault  1  But  the  jury  peradventure  found  that  he 
^Guilford.'  tvas.  The  court  charged,  if  the  evidence  would  warrant  it,  they 
might  so  find  ;  and  tkat  suck  would  be  a  defence  to  the  action. — 
And  so  is  the  settled  doctrfee  of  the  law. — 1  Vt.  R.  357 — 4  Mass. 
R.  423. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 
CoLLAHER,  J. — The  first  complaint  relates  to  the  charge  of  the 
court  as  to  the  delay  in  repairing  the  bridge.  How  soon  a  town 
shall  rebuild  a  biidge,  is  certainly  not  an  abstract  principle  of  law. 
The  statute  indeed  provides  that  it  shall  be  done  as  soon  as  may 
he.  But  how  soon  it  may  be  done,  obviously  depends  on  a  great 
variety  of  circumstances  ;  and  to  these  considerations,  the  attention 
of  the  jury  was  properly  directed  by  the  court,  and  with  the  tenns 
of  the  charge  this  court  are  satisfied. 

The  next  complaint  relates  to  this  by-way,  and  the  duty  of  the 
town  in  relation  thereto.  This  court  are  not  so  happy  as  to  be 
unanimous  in  opinion  on  the  duly  devolving  upon  towns  as  to  open* 
ing  temporary  roads  on  such  occasions;  nor  do  we  find  it  necessa- 
ry to  lay  down  now  any  rule  on  that  subject.  It  is  the  plaintiff 
who  now  complains.  If  by  law  the  town  was  under  no  obligation 
to  open  this  temporary  way,  for  convenience,  perhaps  the  select- 
men doing  it  was  an  act  of  supererogation,  extra  official,  and  crea- 
ted no  liability  in  the  town  in  relation  thereto ;  and  in  such  case, 
the  plaintiflT  has  no  occasion  to  complain  of  the  charge  which  was 
given.  But  assuming  that  the  town  were  bound  to  open  this  way, 
or  that  they,  by  their  selectmen,  assumed  this,  voluntarily,  still  this 
court  is  satisfied  with  the  measure  of  duty  laid  down  by  the  court 
^  io  their  charge,  and  we  see  in  it  no  error.  That  part  of  the  charge 
which  required  of  the  plaintiff  the  exercise  of  ordinary  care,  and 
I  excluding  him  from  the  recovery  of  damages  for  any  injury  to  which 
his  neglect  of  ordinary  care  contributed,  is  in  pursuance  of  the  case 
Noyeif  vs.  Morristoum,  with  which  the  court  are  satisfied.  Indeed 
io  such  case,  how  could  it  be  said  the  injury  was  occasioned  by  the 
want  of  repair  in  the  road  ? 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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William  Adams  m.  Nswkane.  Winosah, 

February  ^ 
The  proeaediDi^  in  the  eounty  court  iu  relation  to  layiogr  out  tighfrayi  and  ■ 
appraising  the  damages  thereby  occasioned,  can  be  revised  in  the  supreme 
court  only  by  certiorari. 

Adams,  through  whose  land  a  highway  hadl)een  laid  by  the  se-^ 
lectmen  of  Newfaoe,  applied  to  a  justice  of  the  peace,  according 
to  the  statute,  to  appoint  men  to  appraise  the  damages  occasioned 
him.  The  appraisal  was  made,  and  it  exceeding  forty  dollars,  the 
proceedings  wert  returned  to  the  county  court,  where  objections 
were  made  and  heard  on  behalf  of  the  town.  The  county  court 
overruled  the  objections  and  established  the  return,  and  made  or- 
der for  the  payment  of  the  money.  To  which  proceedings  of  the 
county  court  the  town  filed  exceptions,  and  the  cause,  on  motion, 
passed  to  the  supreme  court. 

After  argument, 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

CoLLAMER,  J. — The  statute  provides  the  course  to  be  pursued 
by  any  one  aggrieved  by  the  laying  a  highway  upon  his  land,  with- 
out allowing  him  sufficient  therefor.  He  is  to  apply  by  petition  to 
a  justice  of  the  peace,  who  is  to  notify  the  selectmen,  and  proceed 
in  a  certain  way  to  appoint  a  committee,  who  are,  on  oath,  after 
notice,  to  make  an  appraisal  of  the  damages,  and  make  return  of 
the  same  to  the  justice,  who,  if  the  sum  does  not  exceed  forty  dol- 
lars, and  if  sufficient  cause  is  not  shown  to  the  contrary,  is  to  estab- 
lish the  proceedings,  and  make  order  for  the  payment  of  the  mon^ 
ey  :  and  if  the  sum  exceeds  forty  dollars,  he  is  to  certify  the  pro- 
ceedings to  the  county  court,  who  are  directed,  if  sufficient  cause 
is  not  shown  to  the  contrary,  to  ^^  establish  the  return^  and  make 
order  for  the  payment  of  the  money."  These  proceedings  are  not- 
by  the  course  of  common  law :  rhey  are  entirely  in  the  nature  of 
proceedings  of  a  court  of  sessions.  There  are  no  pFeadings,  issue, 
evidence  or  trial  by  jury  or  judgment.  It  is  the  same  as  the'ap- 
pointment  of  committees  by  the  county  court  to  lay  out  roads,  and 
the  accepting  their  reports,  which  proceedings  are  not  subject  to- 
revision  but  upon  certiorari. 

By  the  statute  of  1824,  issues  of  law,  demurrers,  in  the  county 
court  might  be  appealed  to  the  supreme  court,  and  questions  ari- 
sing on  jury  trials  only  were  to  be  subject  to  exceptions  and.  remo> 
val  to  the  supreme  court.  This  Ibft  questions  arising  issues  of 
fact  tried  by  the  courts  by  consent  of  parties,  unprovided  for  except 
by  writ  of  error.     By  the  statute  of  1828,  all  questions  of  law  de- 
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cided  on  the  trial  and  hearing  of  any  cause,  were  permitted  to  be 
carried  up  on  exception.  This  was  lo  remedy  the  former  defect, 
and  now  includesr  demurrers  and  exception  on  issues  to  the  court ; 
making  this  course  co-extensive  with  writ  of  error  in  civil  causes. 
But  it  covers  no  move  than  a  writ  of  error,  and  is  in  terms  confined 
to  the  trial  of  causes.  In  this  case  it  was  not  the  trial  of  a  cause, 
any  more  than  the  acceptance  of  any  report  of  committee  is  so. 
The  proceeding,  in  this  cotirt,  dismissed. 

J.  Roberts  for  Adams, 

R.  M.  Field  for  Newfane. 


l^'mbuAir, 
I886.i 


Town  of  Putney  vs.  George  Bellows. 

'  When  a  plaintiff  bucb  before  the  county  court  for  a  certain  naml>er^  of  penal, 
tief ,  in  all  amounting  to  over  oneliundred  dollarg ,  and  on  trial  gives  evidence 
only  of  a  number  not  amounting  to  that  sumi  and  there  is  no  evidence  lend, 
ing  to  prove  a^y  moroi  or  that  any  more  bad  been  incurred,  the  county  court 
should  dismiss  the  cause  for  want  of  jurisdiction. 

A  Statement  of  the  case,  so  far  as  necessary  to  apprehend  the 
points  decided,  is  included  in  the  opfnibn  of  the  court. 

Mr.  Keyes  and  Bradley  for  defendant. — ^The  statute  1821^ 
(Comp.  Laws  139)  enacts  that,  with  certain  exceptions  which  are 
therein  enumerated,  ''any  justice  of  the  peace  within  bis  sphere 
is  authorised  to  hear,  try  aud  determine  all  actions  of  a  civil  na- 
ture, when  the  debt  or  matter  in  demand  does  not  exceed  one 
hundred  dollars. — See  to  jurisdiction  of  county  court,  C.  L.  119. 

The  15th  section  of  the  listers'  act  of  1825  makes  it  the  duty 
of  "the  listers"  to  require  security  tb  the  satisfaction  of  "such 
fisters,"  for  the  payment  of  taxes  from  the  keeper  of  a  stallion 
brought  into  any  town,  or  proof  to  the  satisfaction  of  "such  lis- 
ters," that  he  is  set  in  the  list  of  another  town  ;  and  in  case  such 
person  shall  fail  to  give  such  security,  or  produce  such  proof  with- 
in ten  days  after  *^such  requirement,"  the  keeper  or  owner  shall 
forfeit  and  pay  to  the  treasurer  of  such  town  five  dollars  for  each 
mare  to  which  such  stallion  is  put  during,  the  season. 

1.  This  action  is  one  of  a  civil  nature.  In  JBhrris  vs.  Bui- 
lock  J  (Brayton  141)  the  court  decide,  that  as  usury  is  "ea:pressly'^ 
called  an  ^*offence^*  in  the  statute  relating  to  interest,  they  must 
consider  as  a  criminal  action,  a  suit  to  reco  ver  a  penalty  therefoPr 
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But  the  principle  would  not  «ivail  the  present  plaintiff.  Neglect- 
inor  to  shew  a  pajier  or  inability  to  procure  a  bondsman,  are  neither 
offences  or  crimes,  and  the  use  of  the  horse  in  the  mean  time  is 
not  even  prohibited  by  the  act. 

But  the  case  last  mentioned  has  been  overruled  in  ond  of  the 
northern  counties.  Debt  for  ^20  was  brought  before  a  justice, 
for  cutting  out  or  defacing  the  marks  or  brands  ofi  cattle.  It  was 
objected,  that  the  county  court  only  had  jurisdiction,  aod  the  objec^ 
lion  was  overruled. 

As  the  act,  (C  L.  460)  expressly  calls  the  party  wilfully  cuttingV 
the  "person  so  off*  nding,^^  we  must  consider  the  case  in  Brayton 
no  longer  authority. — 'See  remarks  as  to  debt  for  penalties  and  Ibr- 
feituresj  3  B.  Com.  161.  A  suit,  for  penalty  under  briery  act, 
not  criminal  action. — 4  T.  R.  758 — and  a  QtictXrercan  testify  in 
such  an  action .-^1  Cow.  39 i. 

2.  The  matter  in  demand  was  necessarily  less  than  $100,  and 
the  proof  disclosed  no  fair  pretext  for  claiming  more  than  $76/ 

It  is  certain  in  its  nature  and  not  like  the  valuation  of  property 
or  services,  variable  or  a  subject  of  estimate. — Morrison  vs. 
Moore,  i  Vt.  R.  26i— Bates  vs.  Downer,  4  Vt.  R.  181— Ladd 
vs.  HiUjib.  16^— Southard  vs.  Mtrrill,  3  Vt.  R.  321. 

3.  If  this  act  be  of  a  criminal  nature,  it  is  for  fifteen  separate 
crimes,  each  requiring  a  penally  of  Jive  dollars,  and  therefore  with" 
in  a  justice's  jurisdiction. 

Is  any  man,  guilty  of  twenty-nine  instances  of  profane  swearing, 
indictable  at  the  comity  court? 

Little  crimes  cannot  be  blended  to  make  one  great  one  and 
change  the  tribunal. 

In  civil  suits  small  claims  are  ailowcd  to  be  joined,  though  it 
change  the  jurisdiction,  because  the  ^'action''  is  not  cognizabfe 
elsewhere.  But  if  "criminal  matters''  are  capable  of  being  tried 
below,  the  county  court  cannot  touch  tlicm. — 6  L.  119 — Keyes 
vs.  Weed,  I  Chip.  R.  380— 2  Chip.  R.  90. 

Mr.  Crawford  and  Mr.  Kcllog^^  for  plaintiff,— l .  The  plain- 
tiff insists  that  the  county  court  had  jurisdiction  of  the  subject  mat- 
ter.—1  Chip.  R.  208,  Gale  vs. .—3  Con.  R.  533,  New- 
ion  vs  Dan^Mry— 3  Vt.  R.  321,  Sovthwklc  et  al.  vs.  Merrill—^ 
Vt.  R.  170,  Ladd  vs.  llilL 

2.  The  act  of  David  Crawford,  one  of  the  listers,  in  giving 
notice  to  the  defendant  to  give  security  for  the  payment  of  taxes, 
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or  produce  proof  thai  said  horse  had  been  set  in  the  list  of  some 
other  town,  was  sufficient. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

Williams,  Ch.  J. — This  was  an  action  of  debt,  brought  to  re- 
cover several  penalties  under  the  1 8th  section  of  the  listera'  act. 
By  that  section,  the  keeper  of  a  stallion,  if  he  neglects  to  comply 
with  the  requisites  of  the  statute,  forfeits  the  sum  of  five  dollars  for 
each  mare  the  stallion  shall  be  put  to  and  cover  during  the  season. 
The  plaintiff,  in  his  declaration,  sets  forth,  in  distinct  counts,  as 
many  penalties  as  would  give  jurisdiction  to  the  county  court.  On 
trial  he  proved  that  the  horse  went  to  fifteen  mares  and  no  more, 
and  no  proof  was  offered  that  he  went  to  any  other.  On  trial  the 
defendant's  counsel  insisted  that  the  county  court  liad  no  jurisdic- 
tion and  requested  the  court  to  direct  the  jury  to  bring  in  a  verdict 
for  the  defendant;  The  court  were  probably  correct  in  not  charg- 
ing the  jury  as  requested  ;  but  whether  they  should  not  have  dis- 
missed the  case  for  want  of  jurisdiction,  is  deserving  of  consider- 
ation. 

The  statute  of  1820  authorized  every  justice  of  the  peace  to 
bear,  try  and  determine  all  actions  of  a  civil  nature,  except  in  cer- 
tain cases  where  the  debt  or  other  matter  does  not  exceed  one 
hundred  dollars.  In  all  actions  of  a  criminal  nature,  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  justice  is  limited  to  those  cases  where  the  fines  or  for- 
feitures do  not  exceed  the  sum  of  seven  dollars.  It  is  the  nature 
and  not  the  form  of  th^  action  which  determines  the  jurisdiction. 
This  principle  was  decided  in  the  county  of  Gtand  Isle,  in  a  case 
not  reported,  but  which  was  correctly  stated  and  referred  to  by 
the  counsel  for  the  defendant.  A  justice  of  the  peace  has  juris- 
diction to  the  amount  of  one  hundred  dollars,  in  all  actions  to  re- 
cover penalties  similar  to  those  for  which  this  action  was  brought. 

Taking  it  for  granted  that  the  rule  adopted  in  the  case  of 
3/HFarland  vs.  ATLavghliny  9  Chip.  90,  applies  to  actions  to  re- 
cover penalties,  where  the  whole  amounts  to  over  one  hundred 
dollars,  the  enquiry  will  be,  whether,  in  this  case,  when  it  was 
rendered  certain  that  tlic  penalties  amounted  to  seventy-five  dol- 
lars and  no  more,  the  county  court  had  jurisdiction.  This  case 
cannot  be  compared  to  those  where  the  damages  are  uncertain, 
liable  to  be  varied  by  proof,  and  in  which  the  ad  damnum  would 
determine  the  jurisdiction ;  nor  is  it  like  those  where  the  suit  is 
brought  for  several  penalties,  and  evidence  is  offered  tending  to 
prove  enough  to  bring  the  case  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  coun- 
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ty  court,  but  which  turns  out  to  be  insufficient  to  prove  each  count.    T?.^*'* 
In  such  cases,  if  the  court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  suit  was im^ 


brought  in  good  faith,  but  the  evidence  different  from  what  might       ^ "*"*' 
reasonably  have  been  expected,  they  ought  not   to  dismiss  the     B«How8. 
suit  for  want  of  jurisdiction.     It  is  more  like  the  case  where  the 
declaration  counts  on  several  distinct  notes,  some  of  which  had 
no  existence,  and  the  counts  were  evidently  inserted  to  give  juris- 
diction to  the  county  court. 

The  amount  to  be  recovered  in  this  case  was  certain,  and  did 
not  exceed  seventy-five  dollars,  and  we  cannot  say  that  the  plain* 
i\S  might  su6  for  that  sum  before  the  county  court,  by  making 
counts  for  penalties  which  had  never  been  incurred.  We  do  not 
see  that  flie  plaintiff  is  laid  under  any  inconvenience  by  this  view 
of  the  law.  He  could  have  brought  as  many  actions  as  be  thought 
proper  before  a  justice  of  the  peace,  and  could  have  collected  all 
the  forfeitures  to  which  the  defendant  was  liable.  If  he  ventured 
to  bring  his  suit  to  the  county  court,  he  should  be  satisfied  that  his 
evidence  would  prove,  or  at  least,  would  tend  to  prove,  that  the 
forfeitures  exceeded  the  sum  of  one  hundred  dollars,  to  whioh  ex- 
tent a  justice  had  jurisdiction.  The.decision  of  the  county  court, 
that  they  had  jurisdiction,  was  therefore  erroneous ;  and  although 
they  might  not  have  been  warranted  in  directing  a  verdict  for  the 
defendant,  they  should  have  dismissed  the  suit  for  want  of  jurisdic- 
tion. The  judgment  of  the  county  court  is  therefore  reversed, 
and  the  action  is  dismissed  and  the  defendant  will  recover  his  cost. 
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WiHDBAM,  JoAB  Holland  and  Ira  Cutter  vs.  Orra  Osgood. 

Fwbnury, 
1838 

'  In  cue  of  the  absence  merely  of  a  justice  of  the  peace,  before  whom  a  writ  ia 

made  returnable,  any  other  justice  of  the  peace  present,  who  can  judge  be- 
tween the  parties  in  the  case,  may  take  jurisdictiou  of  the  cause  for  the  pur- 
pose of  determining  the  question  of  continuance. 

This  question  he  shall  determine  upon  the  sufficiency  of  the  reason  for  the  ab- 
•enee,  bat  he  is  himself  the  sole  judge  of  the  question,  and  his  adjudication 
is  finals 

The  second  proviso  of  the  act  giving  this  authority,  which  requires  that  the 
second  justice  shall  "enter  on  the  files  the  reasons"  for  the  continuance,  re- 
ferring as  it  does  to  the  expression  in  the  body  of  the  act,  **  by  reason  of 
sickness  or  other  cause,*'  would  seem  to  have  intended  that  the  justice  should 
enter  the  ^^reaion  of  the  absence,*'  as  far  as  they  were  known  to  him. 

But  in  a  case  where  they  were  not,  and  could  not  be  certainly  known  to  him, 
except  from  inference  and  presumption,  ho  is  not  bound  to  state  the  pre- 
sumption or  inference  in  his  record,  but  may  state  the  absence  generally  and 
the  inference  being  implied,  it  is  the  same  as  if  it  were  expressed. 

This  part  of  the  act  being  merely  advisory  to  the  justice  as  to  tho  mode  of 
keeping  the  record  of  the  proceedings,  if  it  bo  not  strictly  complied  with,  it 
does  foiot  ayoid  ikB  proceedings. 

Distinction  between  those  provisions  of  a  statute  which  affect  the  validity  of 
proceedings,  if  disregarded,  and  those  wliich  do  not. 

A  person,  who  under  color  of  a  license,  takes  property  for  another  purpose,  or 
who  takes  property  after  the  license  is  recalled,  is  liable  in  trover.  And  it 
makes  no  difference  that  the  plaintiff  might  have  elected  to  hold  it  as  a  sale 
and  delivery  to  a  third  person,  instead  of  a  conversion  by  the  defendant. 

This  actioQ  being  originally  sued  before  a  justice  of  the  peace, 
OB  ibe  return  da^  of  the  writ  the  subscribing  magistrate  being  ab- 
sent, another  magistrate  continued  the  cause,  under  the  statute  of 
1832.  The  continuance  was  entered  upon  the  files  in  these  words : 
"Towmhend,  January  29th,  1835.  The  signing  magistrate  being 
absenti  I  continue  this  cause  till  the  28th  day  of  February  next," 
&c.,  sigfxed  W.  R.  Shafter,  Justice  Peace.  This  was  urged  as 
a  matter  in  abatement  before  the  magistrate,  and  in  the  county 
court ;  but  the  plea  being  overruled,  the  question  comes  here  for 
revision. 

The  cause  then  proceeded  to  trial  before  the  jury. 

The  plaintifli  produced  testimony  tending  to  prov^  that  they 
were  owners  of  a  brick-kiln  in  Townshend,  and  sold  at  their  kiln 
6000  bricks  to  one  David  Johnson  of  Fayetteville,  who  contracted 
with  the  defendant  to  draw  said  bricks  for  him,  and  directed  the 
plaintifl^  to  deliver  the  same  to  him.  The  defendant  drew,  at  dif- 
ferent times  to  Johnson,  5509  of  the  bricks,  and  when  he  took  the 
last  of  those,  he  suggested  jo  Holland  he  should  not  wish  to  come 
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again  for  so  few  as  500 — Holland  told  bim  be  should  insist  on    Winohaw, 
Johnson's  taking  bis  wbole  6000,  and  defendant  could  conic  and        iss^' 
get  them  when  plaintifi  were  not  there ;   and  directed  what  part  Holland  ei  ai, 
of  the  kiln  to  take  them  from.     When  defendant  arrived  at  John-      Otgood. 
son's,  he  suggested  the  same  to  him,  who  told  him  he  did  not  want 
the  500  to  use.     Defendant  then  repeated  what  Holland  had  said, 
aforesaid — ^whereupon  Johnson  told  him  if  plaintiffs  insisted  on  bis 
taking  the  remaining  500,  he  must  draw  them.     Soon  after  this, 
the  plaintiff,  Cutter,  saw  Johnson  ai  Fayetteville,  and  they  agreed 
Johnson  need  not  take  the  remaining  500  ;   but  of  this,  ifr  did  not    • 
appear  that  defendant  was  informed. 

It  further  appeared,  that  defendant  resided  in  Brookline,  and  he 
went  to  the  kiln  in  the  absence  of  the  plaintiffi,  and  took  500  brk^ks : 
On  his  return  he  met  with  the  plaintiff,  Holland,  who  asked  him 
from  what  part  of  the  kiln  he  got  the  brick? — ^The  defendant  re- 
plied, from  the  part  he  directed  :  to  which  he  replied,  it  was  well. 
The  defendant  informed  him  how  many  he  had,  and  Holland  said 
he  was  satisfied — it  was  right.  The  defendant  then  informed  Hol- 
land he  must  get  to  the  Flats  (meaning  Fayetteville,  where  John- 
son resided,)  before  noon,  as  the  brick  were  wanted.  He  did  not 
however  go  to  Fayetteville,  but  took  another  road,  and  carried  the 
brick  to  Brookline,  and  converted  them  to  his  own  use  ;  and  he 
afterwards  told  Johnson  he  would  pay  him.  It  did  not  very  dis- 
tinctly appear  whether  defendant  took  those  brick  before  or  after 
Cutter  and  Johnson  agreed  to  abandon  so  much  of  their  contract. 

The  defendant  requested  the  court  to  charge  the  jury,  that  if 
they  believed  a  contract  existed  for  the  brick  between  plaintifB  and 
Johnson,  and  for  the  drawing  between  Johnson  and  defendant,  the 
plaintiff  taking  the  brick  was  not  tortious,  and  the  present  action 
could  not  be  sustained.  The  defendant  also  requested  the  court 
to  charge  that  the  acts  and  declarations  of  Holland,  when  he  met 
the  defendant,  ought  to  be  considered  as  a  fair  ground  of  inference 
that  the  taking  of  the  bricks  was  not  tortious,  and  if  so,  the  plain- 
tiffs were  not  entitled  to  recover. 

The  court  declined  so  to  charge,  but  did  charge  the  jury,  tliat  if 
the  'jury  found  defendant  was  employed  by  Johnson  to  take  and 
transport  6000  brick,  and  was  directed  by  the  plaintiffii  to  take  the 
remaining  500^  even  in  their  absence,  and  what  part  of  the  kUn  to 
take  them  from,  the  plaintiffs  cannot  maintain  this  action  against 
the  defendant  for  so  taking  for  and  carrying  to  Johnson,  though 
Cutter  had  in  the  mean  time  abandoned  the  contract  with  Johnson 
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WiNDiiAM,    unless  the  defeDdant  bad  been  informed  thereof,  or  bis  authority 

1836.  '  had  been  countermanded. 
Holland  «£c4i.  '£[^^  defendant  having  been  authorized  by  Johnson  to  take  and 
Ovgood .  transport  the  brick  to  him,  and  by  the  plaintifEs  to  take  said  brick 
for  Johnson,  even  in  their  absence,  and  transport  them  to  him,  did 
not  authorize  him,  without  the  consent  either  of  plaintiffs  or  John- 
son, to  take  brick  for  himself  and  carry  them  to  Brookline.  If 
the  defendant  did  so,  the  jury  will  find  for  the  plaintiffs. 

As  to  the  conversation  with  Holhnd  when  he  saw  defendant  on 
the  way  with  the  brick,  and  when  told  by  defendant  he  was  going 
with  them  to  the  Flats,  (where  Johnson  lived,)  apd  made  no  ob- 
jections, it  might  have  arisen  from  supposing  the  brick  were  going 
to  Johnson,  or  it  might  be  owing  to  bis  having  previously  agreed 
with  defendant  to  take  the  brick  on  his  own  account.  If  the  for- 
mer, it  does  not  relieve  the  defendant — ^if  the  latter,  it  constitutes 
a  good  defence. 

To  this  charge,  the  defendant  excepted. 

R.  M.  Field  for  defendants. — I.  The  first  exception  is  to  the 
decision  overruling  the  plea  in  abatement. 

The  writ  was  returnable  on  the  29th  January,  1835,  before  jus- 
.  tice  Howard.  Justice  Shafter  continued  till  25th  February,  and 
entered  bis  reasons  on  the  writ  as  follows  :  "  Townshcnd,  Janua- 
ry 29,  1835.  The  signing  magistrate  being  absent,  1  continue 
this  cause  to  the  25th  day  of  February  next,  at  one  o'clock  of  said 
day,  and  at  the  same  place.     W.  R.  Shafter,  Jus.  Peace." 

The  defendant,  under  his  plea  in  abatement,  contends  that  this 
was  no  good  continuance  under  the  act  of  1832. — (See  Acts  of 
1832,  p.  — .) 

1.  I'he  act  requires,  in  its  second  proviso,  that  the  reasons 
should  be  entered  on  the  files.  If  no  reasons,  or  insufficient  rea- 
sons are  entered,  the  continuance  goes  for  nothing. 

2.  The  only  reasons  that  will  authorize  a  continuance  are, 
^'  sickness  or  other  cause  rendering  the  magistrate  unable  to  at- 
tend.'' 

3.  But  the  reason  assigned  by  Shafter  is,  that  Howard  was  ab- 
sent, or  in  other  words,  did  not  attend, 

II.   The  second  exception  arose  on  trial  of  the  merits. 

The  case  states  in  substance,  that  David  Johnson  bought  6000 
bricks  of  the  plaintiffi,  and  employed  the  defendant  to  draw  them 
..  from  the  kiln. — ^The  defendant  drew  them  away,  and  converted 
500  to  his  own  use. 
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The  (lefenSant  contends  that  this  gave  no  right  of  action.     The    ^'J**"*"' 

bricks,  immediately  upon  being  taken  from  the  kiln  by  the  defen- isse. 

dant,  the  servant  of  Johnson,  became  the  property  of  Johnson,  and  H»"«"jJ''«'- 
for  a  subsequent  conversion  he  alone  could  sue,  Osgood. 

Such  is  the  rule  as  to  common  carriers.  For  a  subsequent  con- 
version, the  writ  must  be  in  the  name  of  the  consignee,  and  not  in 
the  name  of  the  consignor. — See  Chit.  Cont.  151 ,  Dawes  vs.  Peck, 
8  T.  R,  330,  &c.  &c.  &c. 

John  Roberts,  contra. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 
Redfield,  J. — The  qtiestion  of  the  sufficiency  of  the  plea  in 
abatement  arises  on  the  construction  of  the  second  proviso  of  the 
act  of  1832,  giving  one  magistrate  authority  to  continue  a  cause 
returnable  before  another,  in  case  of  his  absence,  *'  by  reason  of 
sickness  or  other  cause."  The  proviso  is,  that  the  justice  shall  en- 
ter on  the  6les  ^'  the  reasons  therefor,"  at  the  time  of  such  contin- 
uance. The  terms  used  in  the  statute  to  define  the  occasion  when 
the  second  magistrate  shall  have  authority  to  assume  jurisdiction 
of  a  cause  not  returnable  before  himself,  imply  cleariy,  on  any  ra- 
tional construction,  that  he  shall  do  it  on  Bnding  the  justice  before 
whom  the  writ  was  made  returuable  absent.  There  must  be  some 
definite  tangible  point,  which  shall  transfer  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
cause  from  one  tribunal  to  another,  and  this  can  be  nothing  but  sim- 
ply the  absence  of  the  first  magistrate.  In  that  case,  it  is  the  du  ty 
of  any  other  justice  of  the  peace  present,  to  take  cognizance  of 
the  cause.  It  will  not  do  to  say  that  he  must  inquire  into  the  rea- 
son of  the  absence  before  he  takes  jurisdiction  of  the  cause,  for 
this  will  involve  the  absurdity  that  he  will  be  adjudicating  a  cause 
of  which  has  never  yet  obtained  or  assumed  jurisdiction.  The 
right  of  primary  jurisdiction  is  never  made  to  depend  upon  the 
mere  judgment  or  discretion  of  the  tribunal,  but  always  rests  upon 
some  definable  criterion,  equally  apparent  to  all.  In  this  case;  it 
is  most  evidently  "  the  absence  of  the  justice  before  whom  the  writ 
is  made  returnable,"  which  gives  any  other  justice  present  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  cause  for  the  mere  purpose  of  determining  the  questfon 
of  continuance. 

If  the  subscribing  justice  be  absent,  and  another  justice  take  ccg- 
nizance  of  the  cause  for  the  purpose  of  determining  the  question  of 
continuance,  his  judgment  upon  that  question,  like  that  of  any  oth- 
er tribunal  upon  a  question  of  continuance,  is  final  and  conclusive. 
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WmDiiAic,  and  not  subject  to  be  reconsidered  and  reversed  by  any  other  tribu- 
'issT^'  nal.  These  questions  always  rest  in  the  discretion  of  courts,  and 
Holland  ei  ai.  gg  such,  are  nevcr  grounds  of  error  or  subject  to  revision.  It  is 
Osgood,  made  the  duty  of  the  justice  in  such  case  to  inquire  into  the  "rea- 
sons of  the  absence"  of  the  first  justice.  Wliat  shall  be  a  sujicient 
reason  for  the  absence,  to  justify  a  continuance,  is  no  where  defi- 
ned, except  "  sickness  or  oilier  cause."  By  this  of  course  is  in- 
tended "  olher  reasonable  cause ;"  but  the  second  magistrate,  after 
taking  jurisdiction  of  the  cause,  is  to  judge  of  the  reasonableness  of 
the  cause ;  and  he  will  of  course  determine  this  question  in  his  own 
way,  upon  such  testimony  as^  he  may  see  fit  to  require.  He  may 
consider  stress  of  weather,  sickness  of  one's  family,  absence  on  7 
journey  sufficient  or  insufficient  reasons  for  a  continuance  of  the 
cause,  but  his  determination  is  final.  And  we  do  not  apprehend 
any  great  injustice  is  likely  to  arise  from  such  a  construction.  If 
the  justice  be  absent,  it  is  presumable  he  is  absent  for  some  good 
reason,  and  should  be  so  taken,  unless  the  contrary  is  made  to  ap- 
pear, or  at  least  some  suspicion  of  that  character  raised.  It  is  not 
supposable  that  in  every  case  tbc  precise  reason  of  the  absence  can 
be  known.  In  case  of  absence  on  a  journey,  it  will  evidently  be 
impossible  to  know  more  than  tliat  the  first  justice  is  absent  ou  a 
journey,  and  this  is  nothing  more  than  "absence"  simply.  Indeed 
absence  is  all  that  the  magistrate  can  require  in  practice  to  be 
proved;  and  from  this  and  the  attending  circumstances,  he  deter- 
mines whether  the  absence  is  for  reasonable  cause,  or  in  the  words 
of  the  act,  for  any  catise,  or  toiihout  cause.  If  the  former,  the 
cause  should  be  continued — if  the  latter,  it  should  not.  If  the 
cause  h  ordered  to  be  continued,  this  shows  that  tins  second  justice 
judged  the  absence  of  the  subscribing  justice  was  for  cause,  and 
his  determination  being  final,  it  cannot  be  made  the  subject  matter 
of  a  plea  in  abatement. 

But,  it  is  argued  that  as  the  second  proviso  requires  the  justice 
to  enter  those  reasons  of  absence,  the  whole  proceeding  is  void  un- 
less this  is  done.  That  proviso  evidently  was  intended  only  to  di- 
rect the  mode  of  keeping  the  record  of  this  anomalous  proceeding. 
If  the  justice  failed  to  comply  with  the  requirements  of  a  statute 
merely  directory  as  to  the  mode  of  proceedings,  or  preserving  his 
records,  it  was  never  held  that  the  proceedings  become  ipso  facia 
void.  Statutes  directing  the  mode  of  proceedings  by  public  officers, 
have  always  been  treated  as  advisory,  and  not  intended  to  invali- 
date the  vitality  of  the  proceedings  themselves,  unless  expressly  so 
provide^.     And  although  the  statute  evidently  intended  that  the 
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second  magistrate  should  enter  the  reasom  of  the  absence  upon  the    WnmuM, 
files,  yet  it  could  not  have  been  expected  he  could  perform  impos-        imP^' 
sibilities.   He  could  only  be  expected  to  be  as  definite  in  the  state^  Hoii*iid«ra«. 
ment  of  reasons  as  facts  within  his  knowledge  would  warrant,    tn    '  otgowd. 
a  case  where  no  certain  evidence  of  the  reoiotu  of  absence  could 
be  bad^  and  it  was  left  to  presumption,  as  above  stated,  it  could 
not  be  very  material  that  the  second  justice  should  siaie  **  he  pre- 
sumed the  absence  to  be  from  some  good  cause ;"  for  this  would 
be  fully  implied  in  the  fact  of  bis  continuing  the  cause  for  the  ab- 
tence.     This  then  being  a  necessary  implication  from  the  words 
used,  and  the  act  done  by  the  justice,  it  is  in  effect  expressed  or 
"  entered  upon  the  files/* 

And  in  proceedings  of  this  character,  too  much  precision  ought 
not  to  be  required.  The  maxim,  qui  h<eret  in  iltera  haret  in 
eoriice^  applies  here  with  great  force.  For  both  reasons  then  we 
think  the  plea  in  abatement  was  well  held  to  be  insufficient.  If  the 
second  justice  tad  been  ''one  who  could  not  judge  between  the 
parties,''  or  the  first  magistrate  had  been  present,  while  another  • 
continued  his  cause,  these  things  would  have  rendered  the  proceed- 
ings in  the  first  case  voidable  by  plea  in  abatement,  and  in  the  se- 
cond case  void  as  a  discontinuance  of  tbe  action. 

The  question  raised  in  regard  to  the  charge  of  the  court  is  clear- 
ly with  the  plaintiff.  The  defendant  having  taken  the  brick  after 
plmntifi^  and  Johnson  had  rescinded  their  contract,  although  this 
was  not  known  to  both  plaintifis,  it  could  not  in  any  sense  be  con- 
sidered a  delivery  to  Johnson.  For,  first,  the  defendant  had  ceas- 
ed to  be  Johnson's  servant — secondly,  he  took  the  brick  on  his 
own  account,  and  put  them  to  his  own  use ;  and,  thirdly,  the  con- 
tract between  plaintiffs  and  Johnson  was  at  an  end.  This  was 
clearly  a  conversion  of  the  property  by  defendant,  as  charged.  The 
attempt  to  show  that  the  property  in  the  brick  vested  in  Johnson, 
at  the  time  defendant  separated  them  from  the  kiln  and  took  pos- 
session of  them,  wholly  fails.  This  is  in  no  sense  analogous  to  the 
case  of  goods  delivered  to  a  carrier  by  direction  of  the  consignee, 
where  it  is  held  he  must  bring  the  action.  Nor  is  it  the  ease  of 
the  abuse  of  a  license  in  fact,  k  is  an  attempt  to  refer  an  act  to 
one  motive  which  proved  to  have  been  done  for  another, — to  use 
a  license  to  cover  an  act,  clearly  not  within  the  license,  and  this 
after  a  revocation  of  the  license  and  a  rescinding  of  the  contract.-— 
This  is  clearly  not  allowabfe,  and  in  no  sense  can  the  defendant 
claim  this  favor  for  the  mere  purpose  of  defeating  this  actioni  when 
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upon  bis  own  admission  he  is  clearly  liable  to  some  one  in  trover 
fi>r  converting  the  property ;  and  it  is  quite  immaterial  to  him,  ex- 
cept so  far  as  costs  are  concerned.  If  it  were  admitted  that  the 
p]ainti&  might  have  elected  to  treat  this  as  a  sale  and  delivery  to 
Johnson  by  his  servant  the  defendant,  they  clearly  were  not  boutid 
to  treat  it  so,  and  might  pursue  defendant  as  they  have. 

Judgment  of  county  court  affirmed. 


WUfDBAM, 


^/ 


James  Swinton  vs.  Joseph  Erwik. 

The  ehairmaa  of  the  board  of  auditors  may  give  notice  to  the  parties  of  the 
time  and  place  of  meeting,  to  adjust  the  accounts.  If  one  of  the  parties 
does  not  appear,  a  majority  of  them  may  adjourn  to  any  other  time  and 
place  for  the  purpose  of  taking  the  accounts. 

It  is  not  neeessary  that  the  auditors  should  all  convene,  either  for  the  purpose 
of  giving  notice,  or  of  adjourning. 

This  was  a  case  of  exceptions  to  the  report  of  auditors ;  that 
two  of  the  auditors,  at  the  time  and  place  notified  by  the  chair- 
man, met  for  the  purpose  of  a  hearing,  and  neither  the  defendant 
nor  any  other  person  for  him,  attended  at  the  place  appointed, 
either  then  or  at  any  subsequent  time,  and  one  of  the  auditors  not 
being  able  to  attend,  on  account  of  ill  health,  the  two  auditors  ad- 
journed to  the  residence  of  the  third,  where  the  bearing  was  bad. 

Mr.  Bradley  for  defendant. — The  defendant  contends  that  the 
two  auditors  had  no  power  to  adjourn  to  a  place  different  from  the 
one  named  in  the  notice. 

For  such  right  is  not  incidental  at  common  law,  nor  within  the 
terms  of  the  power  which  is  given  to  all  three  jointly.  Nor  could 
a  jury,  on  a  writ  of  inquiry,  be  adjourned  until  all  had  once  met. 
— Cro.  Car.  11,  27,  200—1  B.  and  P.  236— Style  Prac.  Reg. 
65— lTidd522. 

And  it  is  not  given  by  the  statute,  which  contemplates  that  de- 
fendant is  to  be  notified,  not  of  the  time  and  place  of  meeting  of 
two  auditors  out  of  three,  but  of  'Clearing  and  adjusting  the  ac- 
counts,"^ and  if  no  such  hearing  could  be  bad,  his  appearance  was 
dispensed  with. — Stat.  Chap.  10,  ^  1,  p.  141. 

Mr.  Kellogg  for  plaintiff . — 1.  One  auditor  can  notify  the  par- 
ties and  appoint  the  time  and  place  of  hearing. 
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2.  The  party  being  notified,  it  was  bb  duty  to  attend,  and  by    ^'JS^JJJf' 

neglecting  to  attend,  was  in  fault,  and  cannot  thereby  subject  the isse. 

plaintiff  to  make  a  new  notice.  ^^^^ 

3.  It  does  not  appear  tliat  the  defendant  suffered  any  injury, 
but  on  the  contrary  did  not  sustain  any. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 
Williams,  Cb.  J. — A  decision  conformable  to  the  views  of  the 
defendant  would  be  at  variance  with  the  practice  which  has  uni- 
formly prevailed,  and  is  not  to  be  made  unless  required  by  the 
obvious  dictates  of  law.  According  to  the  principles  which  are 
settled  in  the  action  of  account  at  common  law,  our  statute  re- 
quires ths  auditors  to  give  the  defendant  notice  of  the  time  and 
place  where  the  account  is  to  be  adjusted.  It  has  been  usual, 
when  more  than  one  auditor  is  appointed,  for  the  one  first  named 
in  the  rule  to  act  as  chairman  and  give  the  necessary  notices  to  the 
parties.  This  practice  is  recognized  and  sanctioned  by  the  statute 
in  addition  to  the  statute  relating  to  actions  of  account,  passed 
November  1819,  providing  that  the  auditor  or  the  chairman  of  the 
auditors  appointed  shall  issue  a  citation,  &c.  It  never  has  been 
considered  as  necessary,  nor  do  we  deem  that  it  is  required,  that 
the  auditors  shall  organize  as  a  board  and  be  sworn,  before  a  cita- 
tion of  notice  is  given  to  the  parties  of  the  time  and  place  of 
hearing.  When  the  auditors  have  met  they  may  adjourn  from 
time  to  time.  The  parties,  as  in  an  action  of  account  at  common 
law  must  appear  de  die  in  diem,  till  the  account  is  finished ;  and 
if  it  cannot  be  finished  by  the  day  given,  the  auditors  may  give 
another  day. — I  Cora:  Dig.  Title  Accompt,  E.  8,  p.  197.  For 
the  purpose  of  making  an  adjournment  or  giving  a  continuance,  it 
cannot  be  necessary  that  all  shall  meet.  If  the  parties  are  togetb* 
er  with  one  or  more  of  the  auditors,  at  the  time  and  place  ap- 
pointed, and  a  continuance  is  granted,  the  parties  are  of  course 
notified  of  the  time  and  place  to  which  the  hearing  is  adjourned, 
and  have  every  opportunity,  at  the  time  of  the  adjourned  bearing, 
which  they  had  at  the  time  first  appointed,  of  rendering  their  re- 
spective accounts.  If  one  of  the  parties  does  not  appear  and  does 
not  intend  to,  (and  it  is  found  in  this  case  that  the  defendant  did 
not  intend  to  appear,)  he_  receives  no  injury,  because  the  auditors 
adjust  the  account  of  the  other  parly,  at  a  time  and  place  conven- 
ient to  them,  to  which  they  may  adjourn,  although  it  may  be  dif- 
ferent from  the  place  first  appointed.  Considering  that  the  audi- 
tors have  power  to  adjourn ;  that  the  chairman  of  the  board  of  au- 
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liters  may  give  the  required  notice  in  tbe  absence  of  the  otfaer 
auditors,  we  very  readily  coine  to  the  conclusion,  that,  at  tbe  tini# 
and  place  appointed,  a  majority  of  the  auditors,  as  was  tbe  present 
case,  or  even  one  of  them  may  adjourn  to  another  time  and  place, 
for  the  purpose  of  hearing  ;  and  it  is  the  duty  of  the  parties,  who 
were  once  duly  notified,  to  take  notice  of  the  adjournment,  and 
they  are  considered  as  having  due  notice  of  the  time  and  place, 
when  and  where,  the  account  is  finally  taken. 

The  judgment  of  the  county  court  is  therefore  affirmed* 


WjNDHAM, 
18S6. 


Alvan  Boyden  v$.  Town  of  Brookline, 

.  A  town  officer  cannot  recover  pay  for  his  aervices  unless  by  expren  TOte  of  the 
town»  or  what  U  equivalent. 

Jhtbitatur,  whether  a  constant  usage  in  relation  to  that  particular  office,  from 
year  to  year,  will  impose  any  obligation  upon  the  town  to  pay  snch  officer, 
where  no  express  vote  has  been  had  to  that  ufioct. 

The  contemporaneous  construction  of  a  statute  and  long  established  practice 
under  it,  give  an  ezpoeition  of  its  spirit  and  intention,  which  coorta  are  boI 
at  liberty  to  depart  from. 

The  facts  of  the  case  are  fully  presented  in  the  opinion  of  the 
l^ourt. 

n.  M.  Field  for  plaintiff. 

D.  Kellogg  for  defendant. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

Rbdfield,  J. — ^This  is  an  action  of  assumpsit  for  work  and 
labor,  in  which  the  plaintiff  seeks  to  recover  of  defendant  for  ser- 
vices rendered  as  superintending  committee  of  schools,  ibr  tbe 
years  1829,  1831,  1833  and  1833.  Having  shown  his  appoint- 
ment and  service  the  defendant  introduced  testimony  tending  to 
d)ow,  that,  at  the  time  of  his  appointment  and  service,  it  was  un- 
derstood between  plaintiff  and  the  town,  that  his  services  should 
be  gratuitous.  The  plaintiff  then  ofifered  to  prove  that  tbe  town 
bad  been  accustomed  to  make  compensation  to  other  town  officers, 
it  being  admitted  they  had  never  paid  this  committee  for  tbeir  ser- 
vices.   The  testimony  was  objected  to  by  defendants  and  rejected. 

The  court  charged  the  jury  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  recover, 
H  there  was  any  understanding  such  as  had  been  attempted  to  be 
shown ;  but  if  there  was  no  such  understnndincr  that  his  services 
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shoidd  be  gratuitous,  be  woald  be  eatitled  to  a  verdict.  Tbe  jary 
fiMiDd  for  tbe  defendant^  and  the  case  comes  here  on  exceptions 
for  our  revision- 
No  principle  is  better  established  thao  that  ooe  cannot  recover 
for  gratuitous  services.  This  has  been  held|  even  when  services 
have  been  rendered  with  the  expectation  of  a  legacy,  or  some 
other  provision  which  had  not  been  made.  It  is  at  variance  with 
the  very  first  principles  of  right  and  obligation,  that  a  man  shall 
be  made  the  debtor  of  another  against  his  will.  This  the  jury 
roust  have  found  was  the  fact,  or  under  the  charge,  their  verdict 
would  have  been  for  the  plaintiff. 

And  we  are  equally  at  a  loss  to  see  how  the  plaintiff  could  have 
been  injured  by  the  decision  of  the  court  below,  in  rejecting  the 
testimony  offered  by  him  to  show  that  the  town  had  paid  other 
officers,  it  being  admitted  they  had  never  paid  this  committee. 
The  town  paying  one  class  of  officers,  has  no  legal  tendency  to 
show  that  they  intend  to  pay  all  their  officers.  It  is  common 
to  pay  listers  in  many  towns  for  making  tbe  list,  and  no  other  offi- 
cer for  any  service.  And  the  testimony  offered  in  connexion  with 
the  other  fiicts  in  the  case,  that  the  defendant  had  not  pud  this 
committee,  clearly  had  a  tendency  to  raise  a  presumption  against 
tbe  plaintiff's  dium. 

But  we  are  all  satisfied  that  the  court  might  have  put  the  case 
OD  a  much  stronger  ground  against  tbe  plaintiff.  It  is  very  phiin 
to  us,  that  a  town  officer,  as  such,  has  no  legal  claim  against  the 
town  to  recover  pay  for  services  rendered,  unless  by  an  ^xpreas 
vote  of  tbe  town,  or  a  uniform  usage  to  pay  that  particular  officer) 
from  year  to  year,  for  bis  services.  And  in  the  latter  case  it  would 
be  very  questionable  whether  a  recovery  at  law  could  be  had,  if  it 
had  all  along  been  left  to  tbe  town  to  make  such  compensation  as 
they  should  deem  reasonable,  after  the  services  had  been  rendered. 
This  is  apparent  from  the  statute  making  no  provision  for  any 
compensation  to  town  officers,  except  such  as  the  town  shall  vote 
f^upon  a  particular  statement  of  their  time  and  Mmeex."— ^7  of 
tbe  Stat.  1797. 

This  must  of  course  be  after  the  services  rendered,  and  is  by 
the  terms  of  tbe  statute  made  to  depend  upon  the  liberality  of  the 
town,  as  a  gratuity. 

The  statute  in  providing  the  manner  in  which  persons  elected  to 
town  offices  may  excuse  themselves  from  serving,  seems  to  pre- 
suppose that  the  service  will  be  without  pay  or  compensation  of 
any  kind. 


WimMuSf 

Februanh 
1836. 

Boydcn 
BrookliiM. 
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One  so  situated  may  avoid  the  penalty  of  the  statute^  by  "show- 
ing that  he  is  unreasonably  oppressed ^  or  that  others. are  unreason- 
'  ably  exempted J^ 

A  man  could  not,  with  propriety,  be  said  to  be  oppressed  by 
service  for  which  he  could  sustain  an  action  against  the  town  on  a 
quantum  meruit  and  recover  as  much  as  he  reasonably  deserved. 

It  is  believed  such  was  the  uniform  contemporaneous  construc- 
tion of  this  statute,  and  that  towns  and  town  officers  have,  with 
few  exceptions,  acted  upon  this  understanding  of  the  law.  Towns 
have  sometimes  made  compensation  to  their  officers  for  services,  but  it 
has  never,  it  is  believed,  been  done  on  the  ground  of  legal  obligation, 
but  as  a  gratuity.  In  some  instances  towns  have  voted  a  compen- 
sation 10  listers  and  selectmen  at  the  time  of  their  appointment.  This 
would  no  doubt  give  them  a  legal  claim,  but  it  could  not  be  extended, 
by  relation,  to  other  officers.  And  this  long  established  construction 
of  the  statute  should  now  have  the  force  of  a  judicial  determina- 
tion. Such  has  always  been  the  deference  paid  by  courts  to  such 
an  exposition  of  statute  or  constitutional  law. — Rogers  vs.  Good- 
ufin,  2  Mass.  R.  475 — Packard  vs.  Richardson  et  al.  17  Mass. 
R.  144,  Parker  Ch.  J.— Stuart  vs  Laird,  1  Cranch.  S99— 1 
Peters.  Con.  316. 

No  evil  is  known  to  exist  under  the  present  practice  of  towns  in 
this  respect,  and  it  is  at  least  questionable  whether  the  doctrine 
contended  for  by  plaintiff's  counsel  would  tend  to  confirm  the  pa- 
rity or  faithfulness  of  town  officers.  It  is  to  be  feared  it  would 
more  tend  to  increase  the  amount  than  to  elevate  the  character  of 
public  service.  And  doubtless  the  number  of  aspirants  for  these 
petty  places  of  public  trust  would  so  far  be  increased  as  to  render 
our  ^'March  meetings''  a  scene  of  more  commotion  and  confusion, 
than  has  ever  been  the  case  in  this  quiet  state. 

This  same  principle  has  always  been  recognized  in  this  state,  in 
regard  to  all  officers.  If  no  law  of  the  state  fixed  their  fees  or 
pay,  their  services  roust  be  gratuitous.  The  state  superintending 
school  committee,  while  the  office  exbted,  served  without  pay,  as 
one  of  our  number  has  reason  to  remember. 
The  judgment  of  the  county  court  is  affirmed. 
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WINDSOR  COUNTY, 

February  Term,  1836. 


TtLMMwn,  HoM.  STEPHEN  ROYCE, 

"      SAMUEL  S.  PHELPS,      i  ^    ^    ,  r    *• 
"      JACOB  COLLAMER,        \^»^tani  Jtutuf^: 
•*      ISAAC  F.  REDFIELD, 


D,    J 


William  Lewis,  Jr.  vs.  Jeremiah  Atert  and  Jairus  Josseltn.    Wimmoi, 

A  uuBtake  in  the  name  of  the  town  in  whioh  the  jail  ia  situate,  in  an  ezeeu- ^^^' 

tioQa  does  not  render  that  ezecation  void,  nor  the  imprisonment  thereon,  in 
the  common  jaU  of  the  coanty,  a  trespass. 

If  a  person  be  committed  to  jail  on  a  sufficient  process,  that  is  a  defence  to  an 
action  for  a  false  imprisonment,  though  he  at  the  same  time  be  committed  on 
an  irregular  or  void  process ;  unless  it  appears  by  the  pleading  or  CTidenoe 
that  some  inconvenience  or  injury  has  occurred  to  the  plaintiff  by  this  void 
process. 

Tbb  was  an  action  of  assault  and  false  imprisonment,  alleging 
that  the  defendants  took  the  plaintiff  at  Windsor,  and  transported 
him  to  Woodstock,  in  Windsor  county,  and  there  kept  him  confi- 
ned and  imprisoned  for  the  space  of  120  daya. 

The  defendants  pleaded  severally,  not  guilty ;  and  Josselyn 
gave  notice  in  writing,  that  under  this  plea,  he  should  give  in  evi- 
dence that  he  was  a  deputy  sheriff  of  Windsor  county,  and  receiv- 
ed three  certain  executions  in  due  form  of  law,  in  favor  of  said 
Avery  against  the  plaintiff,  issued  by  Richard  Eastabrooks,  y.^ 
justice  of  the  peace,  and  that  by  virtue  thereof  he  took  the  plain- 
tiff and  committed  him  to  the  common  jail  in  said  county,  &c. 

Avery,  gave  notice  in  writing  that  he,  on  a  certain  day,  recovered 
three  judgments  against  the  plaintiff,  before  said  j;ustice  E^tabrooks, 
describing  them,  and  took  out  ei^ecutions  thereon  in  due  form  of 
law,  and  delivered  to  said  Josselyn,  who,  by  virtue  thereof,  com- 
mitted the  plaintiff,  &c. 

On  the  trial  of  this  cause  in  the  county  court,  the  plaintiff  gave 
evidence  tending  to  prove  the  facts  contained  in  his  declaration. 
The  defendants  showed  duly  certified  copies  of  the  judgments,  ex- 
ecutions and  officer^s  returns  thereon,  as  mentioned  in  their  noticei, 
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7^^^^^^  showing  the  plaintifi*  was  cornmtUed  to  the  common  jail  thereon, 
1836.  all  at  the  same  time.  To  some  of  these  judgments  and  the  records 
^?,^**       thereof  were  many  exceptions^  and  to  the  executions  which  there- 

Averjetoi.  on  issued*  To  one  of  them,  no  other  objection  appeared  but  thb : 
In  that  part  of  the  execution  which  directs  the  officer,  for  want  of 
goods  or  estate,  to  take  the  body  of  the  debtor,  and  him  commit  to 
the  keeper  of  the  jail,  instead  of  the  word  WoodstocJc,  in  the  coun 
ty  of  Windsor,  it  was  Windsor,  in  the  county,  be.  The  county 
court  rendered  judgment  for  the  defendants,  and  the  plaintiff  filecf 
exceptions — whereupon,  the  cause  passed  to  this  court. 

AiJcem  for  the  plaintiff. — The  executions  offered  in  evidence 
by  the  defendants,  ought  not  to  have  been  received  in  evidence ; 
and  if  received,  were  insufficient  to  sustain  the  issue  for  the  defen- 
dants, because, 

1st,  They  contained  no  command  to  commit  the  plaintiff. 

2d,  They  were  not  sustained  by  any  legal  judgments,  and  if  ei- 
ther was  defective,  plaintiff  should  recover. — Sherwin  ei  al.  vs. 
Blisgj  4  Vt.  R.  96— SUUman  et  al  vs.  Barney,  4  Vt.  R.  187— 
AdJnm  vs.  Breuer,  3  Cow.  R.  206. 

JE7.  Hutchinson  for  defendants. — Defendants  have  severed  in 
their  pleas,  (one  being  the  plaintiff  in  execution — the  other  the  of- 
ficer,) but  it  is  presumed  that  the  defence  set  up  is  good  for  both, 
if  for  either. 

They  justify  the  imprisonment  under  a  certain  writ  of  execution, 
(referred  to  and  made  part  of  the  case,)  and  the  Statute  of  Ver- 
mont, p.  209. 

For  the  statutory  form  of  writs  of  execution,  see  Stat.  p.  816. 

The  execution  in  this  case,  though  informal,  yet,  aside  from  the 
statute,  was  not  void;  and  is,  therefore,  a  protection  to  botb  offi- 
cer and  party,  for  all  acts  done  under  it,  whilst  in  force,  until  reg- 
ularly set  aside. — 6  Vt.  R.  611,  Exparte,  Kellogg — 8  Mass.  R. 
86,  Albe  vs.  Ward— 5  John.  R.  100,  Bissel  vs.  Kip— I  Cow.  R. 
313,  Jones  vs.  Ct>oX:e— 1  Vesey  Sen.  195,  Jeam  vs.  JVilkins, 
(cited  by  Savage,  Ch.  J.) — 1  Cow.  R.  643,  Jackson  vs.  Ceirf- 
tpcll — 10  Reports,  68,  Marshalsea  case,  cited  in.-— 3  Sel.  N.  P. 
810,  citing  also  as  recognizing  ilfars/iabeii  case — Cro.  Car.  395, 
Nichols  vs.  IFaZfcer— Strange,  711,  HiU  vs.  Bafeman— do.  1002, 
Shergold  vs.  Hottotvay—^^  Wills.  384,  Perkins  vs.  Proctor— 8 
Term  Rep.  424,  Brown  vs.  Con^Hn — 1 1  Mass.  R.  89,  Young 
vs.  Hosmerm 

Besides,  it  is  questtonable,  whether  the  execution  in  qirestioii 
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was  even  voidable.    The  words,  "  in  Windsor,^'  in  the  execution,    ^^S^^*; 
are  evidently  a  mere  clerical  error,  and  may  be  stricken  out,  as        ^^^- 
surplusage,  and  the  writ  would  then  "  contain  not  only  the  sub-        *JJ.** 
stance  of  a  good  execution,"  but  would,  in  iu  phraseology,  also,  be    ^^•'J^  '^  '^• 
a  liieral  transcript  of  the  statute^  above  ciled^  p.  Q09.^Les$ee  of 
Matthews  vs.  Thompson  et  aL,  Ohio  Cond.  R.  569— Brainard 
vs.  Stilphin  ei  aZ.,  6  Vt.  R.  \A— Herring  vs.  Selden,  I   Vt.  R. 
17. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

CoLLAMER,  J.— To  onc  of  these  executions  the  only  objection 
seems  to  be  that  the  town  of  Windsor  is  inserted  instead  of  Wood- 
stockf  as  the  place  of  imprisonment.  This  is  obviously  a  mere 
clerical  error,  which  every  man  must  see,  on  inspection,  and  it 
would  be  extravagant  to  say  that  such  a  matter  should  render  the 
precept  absolutely  void,  and  make  all  who  were  concerned  in  its 
issue  and  execution  entire  trespassers.  The  officer's  duty  on  exe- 
cution is  all  particularly  pointed  out  hy  statute,  and  he  therefore 
needs  not  a  direction  of  particulars  in  the  precept.  By  statute  he 
is  directed  to  commit  the  debtor  to  the  common  jail  in  the  county, 
which  he  correctly  did  in  this  case.  There  was  no  common  jail 
in  Windsor,  and  that  word  may  well  be  treated  as  sOrplusage.  ^ 

It  does  not  become  necessary  in  this  case  to  inquire  in  relation 
to  the  other  execution.  If  the  defendants  had  any  legal  authority 
for  the  imprisonment  which  the  plaintiff  shows  they  committed, 
it  is  enough,  until  the  plaintiff  shows  some  excess.  The  plaintiff 
has  not  showed  he  was  ever  taken  or  holden  on  the  other  execu- 
tion alone  for  any  moment,  nor  has  he  averred  or  shown  that  he 
was  put  to  any  ipcontenience  thereby,  or  to  any  cost  or  expense 
to  be  released  from  imprisonment  thereon.  It  is  therefore  of  no 
consequence  whether  the  execution  was  good  or  not. 

The  plaintiff's  counsel  have  very  strenooudy  relied  on  AdJcins 
vs.  Brewer  as  sustaining  a  different  doctrine.  In  that  case,  the  of- 
6cer  bad  taken  property  on  several  good  execuliofls,  and  the  same 
property  on  three  void  executions,  issued  by  the  defendants.  He 
sold  the  property  on  all,  and  paid  over  the  avails  to  the  amount  of 
$  162  to  the  defendants  on  these  void  eswutions.  Here  the  ex- 
cess of  the  oflfcer's  act  beyond  his  good  executions,  was  obvious, 
and  bow  mnch  injury  th^  plaintiff  had  thereby  sustained.  The 
court  sustained  the  action  for  this  excess,  for  that  which  was  done 
on  the  void  process  only.  Ch.  J.  Savagasays,  *' The  »leby  ibe 
officer  after  the  other  executions  were  satisfied,  could  not  bejostt* 
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fiad  exo#pt  upos  the  authority  of  these  executioiis;  and  as  tbey 
were  Toid,  tb^re  was  no  authority^  and  the  defendants  were  tres- 
paaaen."  This  was  only  for  the  excess.  In  this  case,  the  plain- 
Av^ry'ti  ai.  tiflf  having  neither  averred  or  shown  any  thing  done  him  peculiarly 
and  alone  by  virtue  oCthe  other  execution^  this  execution  furnish* 
ed  the  defendants  a  legal  justification. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


WlKMOft, 

Fkttwaryt 

18S4 


Htdk  Ci^ark  tff.  Wtlus  Lyman,  Administrator. 

hi  Chancery* 

A  person  who  has  defended  an  actioo  of  ejectment,  commenced  against  tnoth. 
er,  claiming  the  land  as  his,  and  where  a  recoverj  was  bad  against  the  dc 
ftadant,  is  not  preolnded  from  confessting  the  title  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  ejeoU 
ment,  in  a  suit  in  chancery,  instituted  bj  him  againat  the  samo  plaintiff. 

The  creditors  of  one  of  a  Am,  may  set  off  on  execution  his  share  of  the  teal 
estate,  held  by  the  firm,  if  it  is  not  made  to  appear  that  the  creditors  of  the 
firm  will  be  injured  thereby. 

Such  a  levy  will  be  held  good,  unless  the  credilLors  or  the  other  members  of  the 
firm  talce  some  measures  to  have  the  interest  of  the  debtor  ascertained,  before 
the  levy  ie  made. 

A  Statement  of  the  case  will  be  found  comprised  in  the  opinion 
of  the  court. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 
Williams,  Chancellor. — ^The  bill  states,  that  in  February,  1815, 
the  complainant  bargained  with  Elam  Brooks  for  a  fiirm,  and  con»- 
pleted  the  contract  in  March,  by  which  be  was  to  pay  him  the 
sum  of  2120  dollars,  to  have  possession  of  part  in  one  year  and 
part  in  two  years:  That  in  1815  and  1816,  be  paid  Biooks  1613 
dollars  of  the  puiebase,  and  gave  his  notes  fog  the  residue,  wbicb 
he  had  paid  to  the  administrator :  That  Brooks  and  his  administra- 
tor have  retained  possession  since,  and  have  refused  toexeoute  and 
deliver  him  a  deed.  The  bHl  further  states,  that  Wells  and  Gross, 
who  were  creditors  of  Reuben  Chapman,  pretending  tbat  the  oom- 
plainaiH  and  the  said  Reuben  Chapman  were  in  partnership,  which 
however  he  expressly  denies;  and  also  that  Brooks  had  deeded  the 
farm  to  the  complainant  and  Chapman — took  out  an  attachment 
against  Chapman — recovered  judgment,  and  levied  their  execution 
on  oiMI  undivided  moiety  of  the  farm,  as  the  property  of  Chapman : 
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TlMtt  they  conmienced  an  action  of  ejeGCment  agaijast  Brooks,  who 
was  ID  posseasion^  and  at  tbe  May  terra  of  the  county  court  in  this 
county,  the  representatives  of  tbe  survivor  of  Wells  and  Gross  re-  ' 
covered  a  judgment  in  said  action  against  tbe  adn^inistrator  of 
Brooks ;  and  that  this  recovery  was  founded  priooipally  oo  the 
admissions  of  Brooks.  The  answer  from  the  representatives  of 
the  di&rent  parties,  puts  the  complainant  on  proof  of  his  bill.  It 
appears  tbat  the  complainant  defended  the  action  of  ejectment 
brought  by  Wells  and  Gross  against  Brooks,  and  gave  a  bond  to 
Brooks  to  indemnify  him  from  tbe  cost  of  that  action. 

Several  depositions  and  proofs  have  been  exhibited  in  tbe  case, 
and  in  tbe  argument  some  questions  of  law  have  been  raised  and 
presented  to  the  consideration  of  the  court.  The  first  question  is 
as  to  tbe  effect  of  the  judgment  rendered  in  the  action  of  ejectment, 
and  if  this  is  so  far  eonclusive  upon  the  complainant,  as  the  delbnd- 
aot  contends,  the  case  is  at  an  end,  and  tbe  bill  must  be  dismissed. 
The  effect  of  that  judgment  is  undoubtedly  to  confirm  in  the  rep- 
resentatives of  Wells  and  Gross  all  the  interest,  whether  legal  or 
equitable^  which  Reuben  Chapman  had  in  the  Brooks  farm.  So 
far^  there  is  no  doubt  that  it  is  conclusive  on  the  complainant  and 
every  one  else.  The  general  rule  upon  this  subject  has  been  cor- 
rectly stated,  that  no  one  is  bound  hy  a  judgment  to  which  he  is 
not  a  parly  or  privy.  It  is  true  also  that  courts  will  sometimes 
take  notice  of  the  real  party.  The  case  mentioned  in  Peake's 
Treatise  on  Evidence,  is  of  this  character.  If  a  man  brings  an  ac- 
tion of  ejeetment  in  tbe  name  of  another  as  bis  lessee,  be  being  in 
fact  tbe  real  plaintiff,  the  verdict  is  evidence  for  or  against  him  in  an 
ejeetmeni  brought  in  the  name  of  another  plaintiff  on  his  demise. 
As  it  is  optional  with  a  pkiotiff  to  bring  a  suit  or  action,  there  is 
abundant  reason  why  he  should  be  concluded  by  tbe  judgment ; 
but  the  same  reasons  will  not  apply  to  a  person  Who  appears  for 
and  contends  in  the  name  or  right  of  a  defendant.  In  an  action  of 
ejectment.  It  may  be  important  and  material  to  prevent  a  ebangeof 
poBBetsioD,  to  defend  an  action  instituted  to  recover  tbe  possession. 
But  inasrmieb  as  in  such  an  action,  evidence  of  the  declarattefts  or 
admissions  of  the  party  defendant  are  admissible  in  evidence,  ii 
ought  not  to  be  conclusive.  And  it  may  well  be  doubted  wheth- 
er a  vomSher  who  is  summoned  in  to  make  a  title  in  an  action  of 
ejectment,  w#uld  be  concluded  by  a  verdict  rendered  on  proof 
alone  of  tbe  admissions  of  tbe  party.  We  are  not  inclined,  the», 
OR  this  cpiestioo,  which  may  be  siMeptible  of  doubt,  to  turn  this 
case  and  hold  tlie  complaiaanl  concluded  by  the  judgment  render- 


WoiMoat 
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WiHiMOR,  ed  in  that  action.  From  the  minutes  of  the  judge  who  presided 
1884.  '  at  the  trial,  it  appears  that  the  question  in  that  case  was  principal- 
hCiark  ]y  virhether  Brooks  had  ever  executed  a  deed  of  the  land  to  Clark 
LymftB.  and  Chapman,  and  that  the  verdict  was  rendered  on  evidence  ap- 
plicable to  that  case,  and  principally  on  evidence  of  the  declara- 
tions and  admissions  of  Brooks.  We  can  discover  no  collusion 
between  Brooks  and  the  plaintiff  in  that  action.  There  is  nothing 
which  should  induce  us  to  believe  that  the  admissions  were  falsely 
made,  wkh  a  view  to  the  benefit  of  the  creditors  of  Chapman.-^ 
As  against  Brooks,  the  evidence  is  now  abundant  to  show  that  he 
executed  a  deed  to  that  import ;  but  as  against  this  complainant, 
there  is  no  evidence  to  that  effect,  inasmuch  as  the  declarations  of 
Brooks  ana  not  evidence  against  him,  although  from  the  nature  of 
the  purchase  and  from  the  declarations  of  the  con^ainant  that  he 
and  Chapman  had  purchased  the  farm,  as  testified  by  Tilden, 
we  should  incline  to  the  belief  that  if  any  deed  was  executed,  it 
was  executed  to  the  complainant  and  Chapman  jointly.  The  ques- 
tion then  will  arise,  whether  the  orator  has  established  by  proof 
such  a  claim  as  entitles  bim  to  relief.  For  this  purpose  he  mu»t 
prove  that  he  purchased  the  land  for  himself  alone,  or  that  he  paid 
his  own  money  for  it ;  for  if  the  land  was  purchased  by  bim  and 
Chapman  jointly,  or  for  their  joint  benefit,  and  they  were  equally 
the  equitable  owners  of  the  same,  the  complainant  cannot  disturb 
the  creditors  of  Chapman  who  have  legally  appropriated  to  them-^ 
selves  his  interest  therein.  It  is  to  be  remarked,  that  it  appears 
from  the  evidence  that  the  complainant  and  Chapman  were  part- 
ners in  the  purchase  of  timber ;  although  this  is  positively  asserted 
not  to  be  true  in  the  bill :  and  further  it  appears  that  this  land  was 
purchased  for  the  timber  while  they  were  partners.  It  would  be 
highly  probable  therefore,  that  the  purchase  should  have  been 
made  for  their  joint  benefit.  A  sale  of  the  land  itself,  either  to 
Brooks  or  some  one  else,  was  undoubtedly  contemplated,  and  the 
charge  made  by  Clark  to  Clark  &c  Chapman  of  the  amount  of  the 
purchase  money  paid  to  Brooks,  shows  that  this  was  contemplated 
a«  a  joint  purchase,  or  a  purchase  for  their  mutual  benefit.  If  this 
was  contemplated,  it  is  not  inconsistent  that  the  bargam  should  be 
made  by  Clark,  or  that  he  shoiJd  have  paid  the  money. 

To  prove  the  oase,  the  complainant  has  iatroduced  several  depo- 
sitions, to  wit,  the  depositionsof  James  Hodgman,  Paaoal  P.  Hodg- 
nmn,  and  Darius  King.  The  relation  of  all  these  witnesses  is  con- 
sistent with  the  position  assumed  by  either  party,  viz.,  that  the 
purchase  was  made  by  Clark  for  fais  ewn  benefit,  or  the  benefit  of 
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Clark  and  ChapmaD,  and  tend  as  strongly  to  prove  one  as  the  oth- 
er. But  from  the  testimony  of  Chapman,  we  should  rather  infer 
that  the  purchase  was  made  by  the  two  jointly,  and  that  the  equi- 
table interest  was  in  both.  From  this  proof  it  cannot  be  said,  that 
the  complainant  has  established  the  fact  that  he  purchased  the  farm 
on  his  own  account  alone. 

The  next  inquiry  will  be,  whether  the  purchase-money  was  paid 
by  Clark  so  as  to  create  a  resulting  trust  in  his  favor,  even  if  a  deed 
was  not  taken  to  him  alone.  There  is  no  doubt  that  he  paid  the 
money  ;  but  it  is  very  far  from  being^  proved  that  it  was  paid  out  of 
his  own  funds.  The  fair  inference  from  the  testimony  is,  that  it 
was  paid  out  of  their  joint  funds,  and  out  of  money  furaiabed  by 
Chapman  to  pay  the  debts  of  Clark  &  Chapman  in  Vermont  and 
New-Hampshire.  The  orator  has  not  made  out  a  case  entitling 
him  to  the  relief  prayed  for  on  this  ground. 

Another  question  has  been  raised,  that  is,  whether  if  the  pur- 
chase was  made  for  the  benefit  of  the  firm  of  Clark  &  Chapman, 
it  bad  not  become  the  sole  property  of  Clark  previous  to  the  at- 
tachment laid  thereon  by  Wells  b  Gross.  There  might  have 
been  such  an  agreement  between  them  as  would  have  vested  the 
equitable  title  in  Glark  alone,  and  the  testimony  of  Chapman  tends 
to  prove  this ;  but  it  is  altogether  too  unsatisfactory  and  uncertain 
to  entitle  the  complainant  to  a  decree.  There  is  no  satisfactory 
evidence  of  any  such  agreement,  and  the  declarations  of  the  com- 
plainant, of  Chapman  and  Brooks,  and  every  one  in  interest,  has 
been  uniform,  that  the  farm  was  purchased  by  the  complainant  and 
Chapman.  It  has  been  further  urged,  that  the  debt  of  Wells  & 
Gross  was  not  a  partnership  debt,  but  against  Chapman  alone,  and 
that  be  could  only  be  entitled  to  the  share  of  Chapman  after  the 
payment  of  the  partnership  debts.  Without  deciding  how  far  the 
English  rule  on  that  subject  can  be  enforced  here,  and  how  it  is  to 
be  enforced  where  the  partnership  efifects  consists  of  personal  prop- 
erty,' which  may  be  sold  on  execution  at  auction,  real  estate,  which 
must  be  appraised,  and  evidence  of  debts  which  are  not  liable  to  an 
execution,  it  is  sufficient  to  say  that  this  bill  is  not  framed  to  pre- 
sent that  questbn  :  there  are  no  facts  by  which  we  are  to  deter- 
mine that  Chapman's  share  or  right  in  the  partnership  e&cts  did 
not  amount  to  more  than  the  half  or  the  Brooks  farm.  The  com- 
plainant did  not  ask  to  have  an  account  taken  of  the  partnership 
effects  before  the  levy ;  and  he  cannot  stand  by>  see  the  lands  set 
off  on  execution  to  satisfy  the  debt  against  Chapman,  wait  until 
the  crediton  had  recovered  judgment  fct  the  possession  of  Chip* 


Windsor, 
Febntary, 
1884. 

Clark 
Lyman. 
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man's  interest  in  an  action  of  ejectment,  and  at  this  period  disturb 
tbe  levy  on  that  ground.  The  result  is,  that  the  bill  must  be  dis- 
missed, with  cost  to  all'the  defendants  except  the  adminisUrator  of 
Brooks,  and  without  cost  to  him. 

Mr.  Hubbard  and  Mr.  Marsh  for  complainant. 

Mr,  T.  Hutchinson  fur  defendant. 


Windsor, 

Fehruary^ 

1836. 


AsAPii  FLETCHsn  VS.  Seth  Edson. 

.  A  promise  by  a  principa]  to  pay  into  the  hands  of  his  snroty,  for  bin  mdoranlty, 
the  amount  for  which  the  surety  has  become  aiccouotable,  whenoirer  the  laUer 
shall  bo  called  on  for  payment  by  the  creditor,  or  shall  baye  reason  to  doubt 
the  ultimate  ability  of  the  principal  to  save  him  harmless,  is  a  valid  promise, 
en  which  an  action  may  be  sustained  by  the  surety  ;  «nd  it  is  not  a  prerequi. 
site  to  an  action,  founded  on  such  a  promise,  that  the  surety  thoald  have 
paid  the  debt  or  any  portion  of  iu 

This  was  assumpsit  in  two  counts :  the  first  on  a  promissory 
note,  dated  July  5th,  A.  D.  1830,  for  $1 150,  payable  on  demand; 
the  other  on  the  same  note  in  connection  with  a  written  condition 
or  contract  entered  upon  the  back  of  the  note.  Tbe  second 
count  was  as  fdlows  : 

''And  for  that  tbe  said  Edson  on  tbe  fifth  day  of  July,  1830,  at 
said  Woodstock,  was  justly  indebted  to  one  Barnard  of  Boston  in 
the  commonwealth  of  Massachusetts,  in  the  sum  of  eleven  hun* 
dred  and  fifty  dollars,  current  money  of  this  state,  and  the  said 
Edson  then  and  there  requested  plaintiff  to  sign  and  execute  with 
him,  (he  said  Edson,  a  promissory  note  for  the  said  sum,  payable 
to  the  said  Barnard,  as  security  for  him  the  said  Edson.  Where- 
upon said  Edson  and  the  said  Fletcher  did  then  and  there  exQcute 
and  deliver  to  said  Barnard  their  promissory  note  of  that  date  ibr 
the  said  sum  of  eleven  hundred  and  fifty  dollars — ^wherein  and 
whereby  the  said  Edson  and  Fletcher  promised  said  Barnard  to 
pay  him  the  said  sum  with  interest  in  annual  installments  of  one 
hundred  and  fifty  dollars  each,  commencing  on  the  sixteenth  day  of 
January  1881,  and  so  on  from  year  to  year,  till  the  whole  of  said 
sum  of  eleven  hundred  and  fifty  dollars,  with  the  mterest  thereon, 
shall  be  paid. 

"  Whereupon,  and  as  security  and  to  indemirify  plaintiff  from  all 
cost  and  damages  which  he  might  sustain  in  consequence  of  sign- 
ing said  note  to  tlie  said  Barnard,  the  said  Edson  by  his  certain 
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note  or  agreement,  in  writing  of  that  date,  by  him  subscribed  and    ^JJJ^J);*' 

delivered  to  plaintiff,  promised  plainiiff,  in  consideration  of  the ifss/ 

promises,  and  for  value  received,  to  pay  him  the  said  sum  of  one  *'^*JjJ'" 
thousand  and  fifty  dollars  on  demand  with  interest,  on  condition  Edfcon. 
that  plaintiff  shall  not*  demand  or  sue  for  said  sum  of  one  thousand 
and  fifty  dollars,  or  any  part  thereof,  unless  he,  the  plaintiff,  should 
be  called  on  for  the  payment  of  the  said  promissory  note,  so  exe- 
cuted to  the  said  Barnard  by  said  Edson  and  plaintiff,  or  unless  the 
plaintiff  should  at  any  time  have  reasonable  doubts,  whether  the 
said  E>]son  would,  or  could  save  him,  the  plaintiff,  harmless  from 
a!)  cost  and  damage  on  account  of  signing  said  promissory  note 
with  said  Edson  and  payable  to  the  said  Barnard,  as  aforesaid. 
And  plaintiff  avers  that,  on  the  18th  day  of  January  1834,  the 
said  Edson  became  in  failing  circunstances  and  insolvent,  and  had 
all  bis  property  attached  by  bona  fide  creditors,  whereby  plaintiff 
eotertsuned  reasonable  doubts,  whether  said  Edson  could  and  would 
iodea^nify  him  from  cost  and  damages  for  signing  the  said  promis- 
sory note,  payable  to  the  said  Barnard,  as  aforesaid,  whereof  the 
said  Edsoo  then  and  there  had  due  notice.  And  thereupon  the 
plaintiff  commenced  this  his  present  action  against  the  said  Edson, 
as  lawfully  he  might  do.  The  demand  described  in  this  present 
count  is  for  the  same  sum  and  claim  described  in  the  first  count  in 
the  plaintiff's  declaration.  Yet  the  said  Edson,  not  regarding  bis 
promise  and  undertaking,  in  this  last  count  set  forth,,  hath  never 
paid  the  plaintiff  the  said  last  mentioned  sum,  though  thereto,  on 
the  said  18th  day  of  January,  and  before  the^purGhase[of  the  plain- 
tiff's writy  at  Woodstock  aforesaid,  requested,  but  still  neglects  and 
refiises  to  pay  the  same." 

Certain  subsequent  attaching  creditors  of  the  defendant  having 
been  permitted^  in  pursuance  of  the  statute  of  A.  D.  1831,  to  ap^ 
pear  and  defend  the  action,  a  trial  was  had  upon  the  general  issue 
pleaded  and  closed  to  the  court. 

Tho  plaintiff  read  in  evidence  the  note  declared  on,  with  the 
contract  endorsed  upon  it,  which  were  of  the  following  tenor  : 

"  Woodstock,  July  5>  1830. 

"On  demand  1  promise  to  pay  Asaph  Fletcher  elevea  hundred 
*'  and  fifty  dollars,  for  value  received  and  interest* 

(Signed)  SYLVESTER  EDSON.** 

"Attest,  Francis  T.  Porter." 

On  the  back  of  which  is  the  following,  viz  : 
"The  within   note  is  given  in  consequence  of  Gen'l  Asaph 
^'  Fletcher's  signing  a  note  witli  Sylvester  Edson  to  pay  James 
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Windsor,    «  Barnard  of  Boston  the  sum  of  eleven  hundred  and  fifty  dollars, 

isaST^'     "  payable  one  hundred  and  fifty  dollars  per  year,  from  the  16ih 

"^  FictoheT      "  day  of  February,  A.  D.  1830,  and  interest  on  what  remains,  and 

Edfon.       "  '"  ^^^^  manner  each  year,  until  the  whole  of  the  eleven  hundred^ 

"  and  fifty  dollars  are  all  paid.     The  said  Fletcher  is  not  to  de- 

**  mand  or  sue  for  the  said  sum  of  $1150,  or  any  part  of  it,  unless 

**  he,  the  said  Fletcher,  is  called  on  for  payment  of  said  note  which 

'^  he  has  so  signed  with  said  Edson,  or  unless  the  said  Fletcher 

*^  should  have  any  reasonable  doubts  of  the  security  of  the  said 

^'  Edson,  as  to  saving  him,  the  said  Fletcher,  good  and  harmless, 

"  at  any  time  and  at  all  tithes." 

It  was  admitted  that  the  defendant's  property  had  been  attached, 
as  stated  in  the  second  count  of  the  declaration.  The  court  ren- 
dered judgment  for  the  plaintiff  to  recover  the  amount  of  the 
note ;  to  which  decision  the  creditors,  in  behalf  of  the  defendant, 
excepted. 

jE.  Hutchinson  for  defendant. — First  count  declares  upon  the 
writing  in  question,  as  upon  a  promissory  note.  The  second  count, 
as  upon  a  special  contract  of  indemnity,  but  contains  no  averment, 
nor  was  any  proof  offered  of  plaintiff's  having  been  damnified, 
other  than  the  writing  itself,  and  that  Edson  had  been  attached 
before  suit  brought. 

Defendants  have  been  permitted  by  leave  of  court,  as  subse- 
quent attaching  creditors,  to  defend  under  the  statute,  and  they 
contend  that  the  court  erred  in  permitting  a  recovery  to  the  whole 
'amount  of  the  stim  named  in  the  writing,  for  the  reason  that  it 
cannot  be  declared  upon,  (and  consequently  cannot  be  recovered 
upon)  as  a  promissory  note  in  which  the  sum  mentioned  in  the 
note  is  the  rule  of  damages,  but  only  as  a  special  contract,  subject 
to  a  contingency,  both  as  to  there  ever  being  a  cause  of  action  up- 
on it,  and  also  if  a  cause  of  action  accrues  according  to  the  terms 
of  the  condition,  as  to  the  amount  of  damages.  That  this  is  the 
true  doctrine,  even  as  between  the  original  parties,  and  pecoliaily 
so  where  subsequent  bona  fide  creditors  are  interested  and  made 
party  of  record. 

If  plaintiffs,  upon  such  contracts,  can  recover  the  full  amoimt, 
treating  them  as  procnissory  notes  in  the  assessment  of  damages, 
without  pioof  of  any  thing  paid  by  them,  it  will  furnish  an  easy 
method  for  men  in  failing  circumstances,  to  place  beyond  the  reach 
of  creditors,  in  trust  for  their  own  after  use,  all  the  tangible  prop- 
erty they  may  possess,  and  totally  defeat  the  object  of  the  statute 
under  which  the  creditors  here  defend. 
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This  is  like  all  special  contracts,  for  the  breach  of  which  action 
lies,  but  under  which  no  more  damages  can  be  received  than  what 
are  proved.  And  a  bare  liability  to  pay  a  note  as  surety  for  an- 
other,  is  in  law  no  damage,  until  payment  made,  or  a  judgment 
recovered. --IS  Mass.  R.  488,  Merrill  vs.  Merrill— bTem  Rep. 
4^,  Carlos  vs.  Fancourt,  in  Error— 1  Bur,  R.  227,  Goss  vs.  Nel- 
,£m— do.  325,  Roberts  vs.  PeaJce— Chit,  on  Bills,  54—4  Vesey, 
371,  Ex  parte  TooteU—2  Bos.  &  Pul.  413,  Hill  vs.  HaJford— 
Bui.  N.  P.  272—4  Maule  &  Sel.  2S,  Hartley  vs.  WflK/w— 2 
Comp.  R.  205,  Leed  et  ah  vs.  Lancashire^  also  note  to  do.-^I2 
Pick.  199,  Lambert  vs.  Craig. 

Suppose  Edson  should  again  be  with  property,  and  Barnard 
should  sue  and  collect  the  note  of  Edson,  the  principal,  (as  he  may) 
after  a  judgment  here  for  plaintiff,  what  remedy  would  there  be  to 
recover  the  money  back  of  plaintiff?  Would  not  this  judgment  be 
conclusive  of  the  right  ? 

Marsh  tf  Williams,  and  E.  Swan,  jr.  for  plaintiff. — Thig  is 
an  action,  as  stated  in  the  first  count,  on  a  promissory  note,  in  com- 
mon form. 

The  second  count  states  the  same  note,  and  writing,  that  the 
note  was  given  in  consideration  of  a  like  note  executed  by  the 
plaintiff  and  defendant  for  the  proper  debt  of  (be  defendant  to  one 
Barnard,  and  agreeing  that  the  plaintiff  is  not  to  sue  for  or  demand 
any  payment  of  the  note  unless  the  plaintiff  is  called  on  for  pay- 
ment of  the  note  given  to  Barnard,  or  unless  the  plaintiff  should 
have  reasonable  doubts  of  the  security  of  Edson,  as  saving  the 
plaintiff  harmless  at  any  time  and  at  all  times.  This  count  then 
states  that  the  plaintiff  had  reasonable  doubts  whether  Edson  could 
save  him  harmless,  for  that  he  had  failed  in  business  before  the 
suit  was  commenced,  and  his  creditors  Iiad  attached  or  were  at- 
taching his  property. 

Tbe  que*stion  is,  whether  the  plaintiff  can -recover  on  this  note 
or  contract  on  the  general  issue  plead  and  joined  to  this  count. 

In  Carlos  vs.  Fancourt^  (5  T.  R.  482)  Lord  Kenyon  is  reported 
to  have  said,  ^'The  question  is  not  here  whether  the  plaintiff  in 
error,  who  may  have  promised  for  a  valuable  consideration  to  pay 
the  defendant  a  certain  sum  of  money  on  an  event  which  has  since 
happened,  is  or  is  not  bound  to  perform  that  promise :  if  this  prom- 
ise was  made  on  a  consideration,  there  is  no  doubt  but  that  an  ac- 
tion noay  be  maintained  on  it,  as  on  a  special  agreement ;  but  the 
question  now  before  the  court  is,  whether  or  not  the  note  sel  forth 
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ID  the  record  can  be  declared  on  as  a  negotiable  security  under  the 
statute  3  &  4  Q.  Ann,  c.  9. 

''The  note  was  for  £10  out  of  his  (defendant's)  money,  that 
should  arise  from  his  reversion,  £43,  when  sold,"  payable  to  A. 
Fanoourt,  and  endorsed  to  defendant  in  error. 

The  note  declared  on  in  the  present  case  was  given  for  a  valua- 
ble consideration — that  is,  for  plaintiff's  having  given  his  own  note 
with  the  defendant  for  the  same  sum  to  one  Barnard ;  and  the  note 
and  consideration  entered  on  the  back  of  the  note  is  declared  cm 
in  the  second  count  as  an  agreement. 

We  are  aware  of  the  cases  where  it  is  decided  that  a  note  con- 
taining an  agreement  on  the  back,  entered  into  before  signing,  ma- 
king it  payable  on  condition  or  on  any  contingency,  is  not  negotia- 
ble within  the  statute  of  Ann,  and  cannot  be  declared  on  as  a 
promissory  note. 

As  in  the  case  above  cited,  so  in  Leeds  vs.  Lane^  2  Camp.  R. 
305 — Hilliamaan  et  aL  vs.  Bennett  8f  Mitchell^  2  Camp.  R. 
417—4  Camp.  R.  127,  and  many  others.  But  these  cases  are  all 
decided  on  the  ground  either  that  the  notes  were  not  promissory 
notes,  but  agreements,  and  void  under  the  stamp  acts,  the  stamp 
duty  not  having  been  paid,  or  being  in  the  name  of  endorsees,  they 
were  not  negotiable  under  the  statute  of  Q.  Ann. 

But  no  case  has  been  found  where  such  note  and  agreement, 
made  on  a  valuable  consideration,  and  declared  on  in  the  name  of 
the  promisee  as  an  agreement,  have  not  been  regarded  as  bind- 
ing and  the  foundation  of  an  action. 

The  case  of  Cashing  vs.  Qore  fy  Grafton,  (15  Mass.  R.  69,) 
we  think  is  an  authority  directly  in  point  for  the  plaintiff.  Ttie 
plaintiff  had  been  in  the  habit  of  endorsing  notes  for  the  defendant. 
On  the  failure  of  the  defendant,  the  note  in  question  was  executed 
by  them  for  a  sum  understood  to  bo  full  as  much  and  probably 
more  than  all  the  liabilities  the  plaintiff  had  incurred.  The  note 
was  given  for  the  express  purpose  of  enabling  the  plaintiff  to  secure 
himself  by  attaching  property  during  the  failure.  It  seemed  to  be 
understood  (of  which,  however,  there  was  no  evidence,)  that  the 
plaintiff  would  pay  the  notes  which  he  had  endorsed  for  the  defen- 
dant ;  but  they  were  not  produced,  nor  had  they  been  taken  up, 
nor  was  the  amount  of  them  known  when  the  note  on  which  the 
suit  was  brought  was  taken.  The  same  state  of  things  continued 
when  the  suit  was  commenced.  At  the  trial,  however,  the  notes 
which  had  been  endorsed  having:  been  by  the  plaintiff  taken  up  in 
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the  mean  time,  were  found  to  amount  to  ^1747  18,  and  the  plain- 
tiff took  a  verdict  for  those  notes  to   that  amount. 

Other  creditors,  whose  notes  became  duo  before  those  endorsed 
by  the  plaintiff,  had  attached  the  same  property  which  had  been 
previously  attached  by  the  plaintiff.  The  verdict  was  afterwards 
sustained  by  the  court;  and  in  giving  the  decision  of  the  court,  the 
chief  justice  remarks,  "  In  the  present  state  of  the  mercantile 
world,  it  would  excite  great  surprize  if  we  were  to  decide  that  a 
note^  deliberately  given  to  an  endorsee  for  the  purpose  of  enabling 
him  to  secure  himself  against  the  effects  of  the  endorsement,  would 
not  answer  the  purpose  for  which  it  was  intended.  But  if  there 
were  any  doubt  of  the  principle  to  the  extent  mentioned,^  we  think 
that  when  an  endorsee  has  either  expressly  or  impliedly  underta- 
ken to  pay  the  note  by  him  endorsed,  there  can  be  no  doubt  but 
that  the  undertaking  is  a  good  and  valuable  consideration  for  a 
promissory  note." 

In  the  present  case,  the  note  taken  by  the  plaintiff  was  for  the 
precise  sum  for  which  he  had  made  himself  liable  for  the  defend- 
ant. The  principal  difference  in  the  two  cases  is,  that  supposed 
undertaking  of  the  plaintiff,  of  which,  however,  there  was  no  proof, 
and  the  fact  that  after  the  commencement  of  the  suit  in  that  case, 
the  plaintiff  paid,  and  at  the  trial  produced  the  notes  which  he  had 
endorsed. 

In  the  present  case,  the  plaintiff  made  himself  absolutely  liable, 
not  by  endorsing,  Jbut  by  signing  the  note  with  the  defendant, 
and  the  entire  failure  of  Edson  renders  it  certain  that  he  must  pay 
the  notes  to  Barnard,  as  they  became  due,  and  will  then  be  with- 
out remedy  if  he  fail  in  this  action. 

If  plaintiff  cannot  recover  the  amount  of  his  note  now,  yet  if  a 
new  trial  be  granted,  he  can  pay  the  notes  to  Barnard  before  trial, 
and  then  recover  the  whole. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

RoTCE,  J. As  a  mere  promise  to  indemnify  against  an  out- 
standing demand  does  not  furnish  a  cause  of  action  to  the  promisee, 
upon  his  simply  becoming  liable  to  a  suit  on  such  demand,  and 
as  it  did  not  appear  in  this  instance  that  the  plaintiff  had  paid  the 
debt  or  any  part  of  it,  his  right  of  recovery  might  depend  on  the 
peculiar  terms  in  which  the  present  contract  of  indemnity  was  fra- 
med. The  contract  consists  of  the  note  for  j^ll50,  payable  on 
demand,  controlled  and  qualified  by  the  stipulation  endorsed  upon 
it.     Taken  together  they  amount  to  an  undertaking  to  pay  into  the 
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plaintiflf^s  hands,  for  his  securltyi  the  whole  amount  for  which  he 
stood  responsible  for  the  defendant,  whenever  he  should  be  called 
on  for  payment  by  the  creditor,  or  whenever  he  should  have  rea- 
son to  doubt  the  defendant's  ultimate  responsibility  to  save  him 
harmless.  We  discover  no  sufficient  ground  for  doubting  the  va- 
lidity of  such  a  contract.  The  plaintiff  had  a  right  to  prescribe 
the  terms  on  which  he  would  incur  a  responsibility  for  the  defend- 
ant's debt ;  and  his  assuming  that  liability  was  a  sufficient  conside- 
ration for  the  defendant's  engagement  to  him.  Whatever  he  re- 
ceives under  this  contract,  he  may  be  compelled  to  pay  on  the  for- 
eign demand.  To  the  extent  of  his  means  thus  acquired,  he  will 
have  exchanged  situations  with  the  defendant — becoming,  in  effect, 
the  principal,  and  the  defendant  a  surety.  And  should  the  plain- 
tiff be  otherwise  indemnified  and  discharged  from  the  foreign  debt, 
be  roust  refund  the  fruits  of  this  action.  The  record  will  at  all 
times  exhibit  the  nature  of  the  claim  now  asserted  by  him,  and  the 
purpose  for  which  it  b  sustained. 

It  is  insisted  that  the  rights  of  the  defendant's  other  creditors 
should  control  the  plaintiff's  remedy  under  this  agreement.  But 
to  allow  this  would  be  to  expose  the  plaintiff  to  a  heavy  loss,  by 
depriving  him  of  that  security  without  which  he  probably  would  not 
have  made  himself  accountable  :  it  would  be  to  abrogate  the  most 
important  part  of  his  contract.  The  statute  has  enabled  these 
creditors  to  urge  every  legal  defence  to  the  action— -every  defence 
of  which  the  defendant,  if  disposed  to  contest  the  right  of  recove- 
ry, could  avail  himself,  either  for  his  own  benefit,  or  that  of  his 
other  creditors.  T  his  is  the  only  privilege  conferred  by  the  stat- 
ute, and  with  this  the  creditors  must  be  satisfied. 

Judgment  of  county  court  affirmed. 
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Ebenbzer  Syow  vs.   Seth  Conant.  Windsor, 

ADcndori^mo„tofa„cg<niaWeDoto.dirt.etingpaym^^^  '"^'t^  to  lh«  en.    /'^^^' 

da«ee.   m  unquahHcd  lerm^   i.  sufficient  to  tranaf«r  tho>gal  property  and 
Jient.  "^     ''''''°'^"  value  received  be  omitted  in  the  eJo'e. 

In  .iich  case  it  is  no  defence  to  the  maker  of  the  note  that  the  endorsement  was      - 
Z  1^  '"  '  ^'^^""^^^  consideration.     It  Is  sufficient  if  the  tiUe  of  The 

endorsee  be  not  infected  witH  illegality  or  fraud.  . 

If  the  maker  of  a  negotiable  note  has  bncome  the  endorsee  of  other  notes  against 
the  payee,  and  by  giving  the  requisite  notice  has  acquired  a  right  to  plead 
the  letter  notes  in  offset  to  his  own.  he  retains  the  same  right  when  afterwards 
sued  by  an  endorsee  of  bis  own  note.  And  in  such  case,  no  objection  to  the 
defendanfs  Utle  to  the  notes  pleaded  in  offiiet  can  be  suocessfully  urged  by  the 
plainUff,  which  would  not  haye  been  avoidable  to  his  endorser. 

If  an  action  on  contract  is  commenced  against  A  and  B,  but,  in  consequence 
of  a  return  of  non  eat  inoentue  as  to  B,  is  entered  and  prosecuted  against  A 
only,  he  may  plead  in  oflbet  a  demand  due  to  himself  alone. 

A  moUon  for  judgment*  notwithstanding  a  rerdict  for  the  other  party,  is  neces. 
sarily  founded  on  the  record  alone,  and  can  never  depend  on  any  state  of  ev- 
idence  which  is  not  disclosed  by  the  record. 

Assumpsit  upon  a  promissory  uote,  executed  by  the  defendaot  and 
one  Thomas  Conant,  made  payable  to  Gilbert  Allen  or  order,  and ' 
by  him  endorsed  to  the  plaintiff.  The  writ  issued  against  both 
signers  of  said  note,  but  a  return  of  non  est  inventus  was  made  as  to 
Thomas  Conant,  and  the  action  was  entered  and  prosecuted  against 
the  defendant  only. 

The  defendant  pleaded,  first,  the  general  issue,  which  was  join- 
ed — second,  an  ofiset  of  two  promissory  notes  executed  by  said 
Gilbert  Allen,  made  payable  to  one  Cornelius  Harding  or  order, 
and  by  him  endorsed  to  the  defendant.  The  endorsement  of  these 
notes  were  alleged  to  have  been  made,  and  notice  thereof  given  to 
AUen,  at  the  respective  dates  of  the  notes,  and  long  before  the 
commencement  of  the  present  action.  To  these  offiets  the  plain- 
tiff pleaded  that  Allen  did  not  assume  and  promise,  as  alleged  by 
the  declaration  in  ofiset,  at  any  time  before  notice  given  by  the 
plaintiff  to  the  defendant  and  Thomas  Conant,  of  the  endorsement 
of  their  said  note  by  Allen  to  the  plaintiff.  On  this  plea  issue  was 
also  joined. 

At  the  trial,  all  the  notes  aforesaid,  with  their  endorsements, 
were  read  in  evidence  withput  objection ;  and  it  appeared  that  no- 
lice  was  in  fact  given  to  Allen  of  the  endorsement  and  transfer  of 
the  notes  pleaded  in  ofi&et,  before  any  notice  to  the  defendant  or 
Thomas  Conapt  of  the  endorsement  of  their  note  by  AUen  to  the 
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plaintiff.  The  plaintiff  offered  evidence  to  prove,  that  the  only 
consideration  for  the  endorsement  of  said  two  notes  by  Harding  to 
the  defendant,  was  the  promise  of  the  latter  to  pay  for  said  notes, 
provided  he  could  succeed  in  effecting  the  offset  now  attempted. — 
This  evidence  was  objected  to  and  excluded  by  tlie  court.  After 
verdict  for  the  defendant,  the  plaintiff  moved  for  judgment  in  his 
favor  veredicio  non  obstante ;  and  the  motion  being  overruled,  the 
cause  was  brought  here  on  exceptions  to  the  decisions  of  the  coun- 
ty court,  rejecting  the  evidence  thus  offered  on  trials  and  overru- 
ling the  motion  aforesaid. 

.  T.  Hutchinson  for  the  plaintiff.Tvfo  questions  are  reserved  in 
this  case:  First,  whetherthe  testimony  offered  by  the  plaintiff  and 
rejected  by  the  court,  ought  to  have  been  admitted :  Second, 
whether  the  court  ought  to  have  granted  the  motion  of  the  plain- 
tiff to  set  aside  the  verdict,  &c.  The  said  first  question  really  re- 
solves itself  into  this :  whether  our  statute  of  offiets  will  allow  a 
defendant  to  defeat  the  plaintiff  while  he  prosecutes  a  just  cause  of 
action,  by  filing  in  ofl&et  a  negotiable  note  in  which  he  has  no  inte- 
rest, but  holds  it  in  trust  for  the  original  payee.  We  contend,  that 
the  statute  bears  no  such  construction.  The  principal  object  of  all 
statutes  of  offiets  is,  to  prevent  a  man  from  being  compelled  to  pay 
money  to  another,  without  first  deducting  what  is  due  to  him  from 
that  other  person — a  iurtber,  but  minor  object  is  obtained,  in  dimin- 
ishing the  number  of  actions. 

See  the  sections  allowing  ofl&ets,  on  pages  85th  and  127th. — 
Both  allow  of&ets  only  in  cases  where  the  plaintiff  is  indebted  to 
the  defendant.  In  this  case,  Gilbert  Allen  was  not  indebted  to  the 
defendant,  Conant,  but  to  Cornelius  Harding,  who  had  made  Co- 
nant  his  agent  to  collect.  Such  is  truly  the  case,  if  the  testimony 
oSkted  and  rejected  be  true.  An  assignment  of  a  note  or  the  en- 
dorsement of  a  note,  in  legal  parlance,  means  a  transfer ;  and  this 
transfer  is  to  be  evidenced  by  a  writing  signed  by  the  payee,  and 
properly  drawn  to  show  a  transfer.  The  usual,  unqualified  trans- 
fer,  is  written  thus :  "  For  value  received,  pay  the  contents  to  A. 
B^"  This  signed,  is  a  transfer.  What  is  written  on  these  notes, 
filed  in  of&et,  is  not  prima  facie  a  complete  transfer.  Nothing 
purports  a  payment  by  Conant  to  Harding.  There  is  no  **For 
vtdue  received*'  there.  These  endorsements  give  Conant  no  right 
to  claim  the  money,— they  are  merely  an  authority  for  Allen  to 
pay,  if  he  should  choose.  Chitty  on  Bills  say»,  on  page  6th,  "  A 
bill  of  exchange  may  be  so  assigned  as  to  vest  in  the  assignee  the 
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legal  as  well  as  the  equitable  interest  therein,  and  entitle  htm 
to  sue  thereon  in  his  own  name."  The  term  assignment,  means 
the  conveyance  of  the  legal  and  equitable  interest.  It  would  seem 
to  be  a  most  palpable  fraud  upon  Snow,  the  plaintijS^  if  the  defen- 
dant, under  the  statute  allowing  him  to  file  offiets  of  claims  against 
Allen,  shall  be  allowed  to  file  those  demands  which  have  never 
become  his  property,  and  in  which  he  had  no  interest. 

If  the  facts  are,  as  the  plaintiff  offered  to  prove  them  to  be,  Mr. 
Harding  could,  at  any  moment,  revoke  the  authority  of  Conant, 
even  to  receive  the  pay  of  Allen. 

To  this  point,  as  also  that  parol  testimony  was  admissible  to  show 
CTonant  to  be  the  mere  agent  of  Harding,  we  cite  6  Mass  R.,  Bo' 
leer  vs.  PrentisSf  opinion  of  court  on  pages  432-3-4,  and  Chitty 
on  Bills,  86.— See,  also  5  Wend.  600,  and  1  Hall's  R.  Talman 
vs.  Cribson^  on  page  312,  where  the  court  will  not  let  a  holder  of 
a  note  recover  to  the  injury  of  any  bona  fide  owner  of  the  same. 
They  deem  it  a  fraud  upon  the  owner.  The  present  plaintiff 
ought  as  much  to  be  protected  against  the  fraud  of  Conant  in  using 
Harding's  property  to  defeat  the  plaintiff,  as  Harding  ought  if  Co- 
nant was  endeavoring  to  collect  the  note  in  fraud  of  his  rights. 

In  5  Mass.  R.  543,  Wilson  vs.  Holmes^  action  upon  a  note 
specially  endorsed  as  follows :  <<  Pay  Thomas  Wilson^  Esq.,  or  or- 
der, for  our  use — value  received  in  account,"  the  court  say,  were 
it  not  for  the  words  value  received ^  Wilson  would  have  no  proper- 
ty in  the  note,  general  or  special,  and  he  could  not  recover  upon 
it  in  his  own  name.  And  the  evidence  that  the  plaintiff  paid  no 
consideration  for  the  note,  was  admitted,  and  proved  fatal  to  his 
recovery. 

In  the  3d  of  Mass.  Rep.  Rict  vs.  Steams  et  aL,  the  court  say, 
on  page  227,  *^  It  is  settled,  that  when  a  negotiable  security  is  en- 
dorsed ^pay  the  contents  to  my  use^^  or  ^  to  the  use  of  a  third  per- 
sony^  or  '  carry  this  bill  to  the  credit  of  a  third  person^  such  an 
endorsement  is  not  an  assignment  of  the  security,  but  is  only  an 
authority  to  pay  the  money  agreeably  to  the  directions  of  the  en- 
dorsement." 

The  statute  about  negotiable  notes,  on  page  144,  was  never  in- 
tended to  authorize  the  maker  of  a  note  to  perpetrate  a  fraud  upon 
the  bona  fide  endorsee,  to  authorize  him  to  become  a  mere  nomi- 
nal endorsee  of  other  notes,  in  which  he  had  no  interest,  and  file 
them  in  ofiset,  to  defeat  the  plaintiff. 

The  statute  says,  "  The  defendant  may  plead  an  offset  of  all 
demands  proper  to  be  plead  in  offset^    These  notes,  which  the 
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defendant  never  owned,  are  not  proper  to  be  plead  in  ofl&et.  He 
_has  no  right  to  let  liia  friendship  for  Harding  lead  him  to  perpe- 
trate a  fraud  upon  the  plaintiff. 

The  statute  goes  on,  "  which  the  defendant  may  have  against 
the  original  payees"  That  is,  have  as  his  own — not  which  Hard- 
ing may  have,  and  have  handed  over  to  the  defendant  for  his,  Hard- 
ing'j^y  uae.  The  court  will  please  to  recollect  that,  not  only  is 
there  no  expression  of  any  value  received  in. the  endorsements  of 
these  notes,  but  the  case  shows  that  there  was  no  testimony  in  aid 
of  said  endorsements,  or  proving  any  consideration  paid  by  Conant 
to  Harding. 

Now,  add  the  testimony  offered  by  the  plaintiff  and  rejected  by 
tbe  court,  and  the  plaintiff's  case  must  be  a  hard  one,  if  he  can- 
not recover. 

With  regard  to  the  second  question,  whether  the  plaintiff's  mo- 
tion to  set  aside  the  verdict  and  have  a  judgment  rendered  for  the 
plaintiff  notwithstanding  tbe  verdict,  but  little  need  be  said.  There 
is  evidently  no  mutuality  in  the  claims.  The  plaintiff's  note,  sued, 
is  against  Seth  and  Thomas  Conant,  and  the  writ  filled  against 
both ;  and  the  notes  plead  in  offiet  purport  to  be  assigned,  if  as- 
signed at  all,  to  Seth  Conant  only. 

We  refer  to  an  authority  upon  this  point :  that  is,  5  Vt.  R.  204, 
Leaventdorih  adm'r  vs.  Lapham  fy  Co, — also  the  same  vol.  page 
III,  Moii  vs.  Mott. 

Marsh  fy  Williams  for  the  defendant, — ^The  objection  to  the 
defendant's  right  to  recover  on  the  note  described  in  his  offset,  was, 
that  no  consideration  was  paid  by  tbe  defendant  to  Harding  for  the 
assignment,  but  a  mere  promise  to  pay  for  the  notes  in  case  they 
should  be  allowed  in  offset :  but  that  they  were  endorsed  and  de- 
livered by  Harding  to  the  defendant,  was  not  questioned. 

It  is  not  easy  to  perceive  what  tbe  maker  of  the  note  has  to  do 
with  the  consideration  of  the  assignment.  It  is  enough  for  him  that 
the  payee,  by  bis  order  on  the  back  of  the  note,  and  the  delivering 
of  it  to  tbe  assignee,  has  directed  him  Co  pay  tbe  contents  to  such 
assignee.  Tbe  property  b  the  note  passes  by  the  assignment  and 
delivery,  whether  any  consideration  was  paid  or  not.  The  maker 
of  the  note  cannot  in^ire  into  the  motives  of  the  payee  in  making 
8udi  assignment. 

It  is  every  day's  practice  to  asingn  notes  to  some  third  person  in 
trust  for  tbe  payee,  and  to  maintain  actions  on  such  note  and  as- 
signment in  tbe  name  of  the  assignee,  and  no  one  ,till  the  happy 
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moment  when  this  defence  was  conceived  doubted  the  legafity  or    ^^S!^^ 
propriety  of  such  practice.  isse.  ' 

But  if  it  were  necessary  to  prove  a  consideration  for  the  assign-       ^■®'* 
ment^  or  the  want  of  a  consideration  might  be  averred,  yet  (be  con-      Count, 
ditional  promise  by  the  defendant  to  pay,  if  he  coiild  avail  himself 
of  the  assignment  as  proposed  to  be  proved  by  the  plaintiff,  is  of 
itself  a  sufficient  consideration. 

Can  it  be  pretended  that  the  transaction,  as  stated  in  the  exeej^ 
tions,  does  not  make  out  a  sufficient  cause  of  action  in  favor  of  the 
defendant  against  Gilbert  Allen?  If  so,  the  statute  authorises  him 
to  set  it  off  against  the  note  in  the  hands  of  the  plaintiff. 

The  plaintiff  has  also  filed  his  motion  in  arrest  of  judgment  on 
the  pleas  in  ofiset,  as  being  insufficient  to  entitle  the  defendant  to 
a  verdict,  and  moved  tlie  court  to  enter  up  jadgment  for  the  plain- 
tiff, notwithstanding  the  verdict  for  the  defendant. 

The  ground  of  this  motion  is  not  very  obvious ;  but  it  is  suppo- 
sed to  be  the  want  of  mutuality  between  tbe  demand  described  in 
the  declaration,  that  being  a  note  given  jointly  by  the  defendant 
and  Thomas  Conant,  and  the  notes  described  in  the  pleas  in  ofiset 
being  assigned  to  the  defendant  afonev 

Tbe  presumption  of  law  is,  especially  taken  in  connection  with 
the  written  notice,  that  the  assignment  was  made  to  both  the  ma- 
kers of  the  note,  on  which  the  plaintiff  declares  that  the  notes  men- 
tioned in  the  pleas  were  endorsed  in  blank  and  delivered  to  both 
the  Conants ;  and  when  the  defendant  found  tliat  be  alone  was  su- 
ed, be  filled  up  the  endorsement  so  as  to  meet  this  state  of  things. 

Our  statute  has  made  one  signer  of  a  joint  note  liable  to  be  sued 
alone  when  the  other  is  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  or  to 
be  proceeded  against  alone  in  an  action  declaring  against  two  or 
more,  if  tbe  sheriff  returns  a  non  est  intentus  as  to  tbe  others. — 
The  case  then  stands  thus  :  Tbe  plaintiff  has  a  promissory  note, 
tbe  collection  of  which  he  has  a  right  to  enfoifce  against  the  defen- 
dant alone.  The  defendant  has  a  demand  which  he  has  a  right 
to  set  off  against  the  plaintiff's  demand.  Why  should  he  not  de- 
clare upon  it  in  ofiset  as  his  own  separate  demand  ?  And  why,  in- 
asmuch as  these  notes  were  purchased  for  the  express  purpose  of 
meeting  the  claim  on  the  plaintiff's  note,  why  might  he  not  fill  up 
the  endorsement  to  himself  so  as  to  meet  the  claim  on  which  he 
had,  by  the  stale  of  things,  becon>e  separately  liable  on  his  joint 
note  ?  There  would  seem  to  be  a  perfect  mutuality,  except  that 
the  defendant's  demand  is  against  Allen.     The  defendant  owes  the 
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plaintiff  the  amount  of  the  note  declared  on,  and  Allen  owes  iha 
^  defendant  the  amount  of  the  two  notes  mentioned  in  the  pleas. — 
Suppose  the  defendant  held  notes  against  Allen,  payable  to  him- 
self alone-— ke  is  sued  alone  on  a  note  given  jointly  by  himself  and 
another,  can  it  be  pretended,  that  in  this  situation,  the  demands 
aM  not  mutual  ?  and  must  he,  under  such  circumstances,  be  depri- 
ved of  his  offiet? 

The  question  seems  so  obvious  that  we  are  led  to  fear  that  we 
have  mistaken  the  gronnd  of  the  motion.  It  comes  too,  from  such 
high  authority,  that  we  are  not  at  liberty  to  think  there  is  nothing 
but  pretence  in  the  motion. 

But  the  law  does  not  require  perfect  mutuality  of  demand  nei- 
ther on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  or  the  defendant. 

The  case  of  JVtinez  Adm'r  vs.  ModigUoni^  and  that  of  Conner 
vs.  Murphy,  (I  H.  Black.  217  &  657,)  are  in  point. 

But  we  have  no  occasion  to  go  to  English  authorities :  Our  stat- 
ute (Comp.  Laws,  85,  sec.  92)  seems,  in  terms,  to  have  settled 
the  question  as  to  mutuality.  It  needs  only  to  be  demands  be- 
tween the  plaintiff  and  defendant,  in  order  to  entitle  the  parties  to 
offiet,  one  against  the  other. 

And  the  statute  regulatbg  actions  by  endorsees  gives  the  same 
right  where  the  defendant  has  a  demand  against  the  original  payee. 

The  demands  which  may  be  set  off  are  required  only  to  be  be- 
tween the  plaintiff  and  defendant,  or  between  the  original  payee 
and  the  defendant,  so  far  as  mutuality  is  concerned. 

The  decisions  of  the  court  go  all  lengths  to  show  that  exact  mu- 
tuality is  not  necessary. 

In  the  case  of  Header  vs.  Leslie^  (2  Vt.  R.  569,)  it  was  deci- 
ded that  a  demand  against  the  plaintiff,  in  his  separate  capacity, 

'  might  be  set  off  against  a  demand  against  Meader  and  Eames 

Meader  having  sued  as  surviving  partner.  The  authority  of  this 
case  will  not  be  questioned,  the  opinion  of  the  court  having  been 
pronounced  by  the  gentleman  who  is  now  counsel  for  the  plaintiff. 
Here  there  was  no  mutuality  as  to  the  demands  in  contsoversy, 
but  mere  mutuality  of  parties. 

So  in  Meader  vs.  Scott,  (4  Vt.  R.  26,)— the  defendant  was 
permitted  to  offiet  his  demands  against  a  claim  in  favor  of  Meader 
and^Eames  in  an  action  in  favor  of  Meader  as  surviving  partner, 
though  the  defendant's  claims  were  partly  against  Meader  &  Eames 
and  partly  against  Meader  alone. 

In  Bnmdridge  vs.  TVhitcomb,  (1  D.  Chip.  R.  180,)  in  an  ac- 
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tion  OD  a  jail  bond,  the  principal  defendant  was  pennitted  to  oBkei    WtHMos, 
his  separate  demand  against  the  plaintiflTs  demand.  ^uSe?^' 

It  seems  thus  that  mutuality  neither  as  to  the  nature  of  the  der       ^^^ 
mands  nor  as  to  the  parties  is  in  all  cases  of  set-off  required.  Cootm. 

So  a  debt  against  a  surviving  partner,  as  such,  may  b^^sot  oS 
against  a  demand  in  his  favor,  in  his  separate  capacity*— iS7i|;3i«f 
et  al.  vs.  Stidstone,  5  T.  R.  493. 

Same  point  is  decided  in  French  vs.  Andrade^  6.  T.  R.  682. 

The  conclusion  from  all  the  authorities  would  seem  to  be,  that 
wherever  there  is  a  mutuality  of  parties  or  mutuality  of  demands, 
and  there  is  no  equitable  reason  to  the  contrary,  ofisets  wil^be  al- 
lowed ;  and  indeed  where  there  is  mutuality  in  neither  of  these  r^ 
spects,  yet  if  equity  between  the  parties  requires  it,  from  an  equi- 
table construction  of  the  statutes^  offiets  will  be  permitted. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  •by 
RoYCE,  J. — ^The  object  of  the  evidence  offered  was  to  impeach 
the  defendant's  title  to  the  notes  pleaded  in  offiet,  by  showing  a 
want  of  consideration  for  their  endorsement  by  Harding.  This 
line  of  defence  to  the  declaration  in  offiet,  seems  to  be  somewhat 
inconsistent  with  the  plaintiff's  plea,  which  impliedly  admits  the 
validity  of  the  endorsements  by  Harding  to  the  defendant,  and  ap- 
pears to  present  merely  the  question  of  priority  between  the  notice 
given  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant  and  Thomas  Conant,  and 
that  given  by  the  defendant  to  Allen.  But  since  the^defendaoi's 
title  as  endorsee  of  Harding  has  been  treated  at  the  bar  as  proper* 
ly  involved  in  the  case,  it  will  be  so  considered. 

The  words  value  received  are  not  essential  to  the  validity  of  an 
endorsement,  in  order  to  pass  the  legal  property  and^right  of  ac-. 
tion  to  the  endorsee,  so  long  as  no  terms  are  employed  which  tend 
to  negate  or  restrict  his  right,  as  by  directing  payment  to  be  made 
to  the  endorsor's  use,  or  to  the  use  of  a  third  person.  In  this  in- 
stance, there  is  the  usual  direcUon  requiring  payment  to*the  defen*. 
dant,  without  the  addition  of  any  terms  going  to  limit  or  qualify  his 
interest.  The  endorsements  of  themselves  therefore  establish  a 
prima  facie  right  in  the  defendant,  not  only  as  against  Allen,  but 
for  the  purpose  of  the  offiet  claimed.  Whatever  right  of  defence 
Allen  might  still  have,  by  showing  illegality  in  the  consideration  of, 
the  endorsements,  as  proving  them  founded  on  a  gaming,  usurious, 
or  other  prohibited  consideration,  he  could  not  defend  himself  on 
the  ground  of  a  rhere  want  of  valuable  consideration  for  the  en- 
dorsements, in  the  absence  of  illegality  and  fraud.     It  follows  that 
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WntDiom    the  evidence  offered  on  trial  would  b%ye  furnished  no  protection  to 

1886. 41Ien  against  a  suit  by  the  defendant  as  endorsee  of  the  notes. 

Snow  Bu(  \i  13  insisted  that  a  proper  construction  of  our  statutes  for  al* 

CoiiftDt.  lowing  o£et3  will  render  the  evidence  available  to  the  plaintiff, 
though  it  might  constitute  no  defence  for  Alien.  And  it  must  be 
admitted  that  the  statutes  should  be  extended  to  those  claims  only 
which  the  party  may  legally  enforce  in  his  own  name,  and  appa- 
rently in  his  own  right.  Hence  it  has  never  been  permitted,  thaf 
a  demand  accruing  to  a  person  in  any  official  or  representative 
character  should  be  set  off  against  bis  own  private  debt,  or  viet 
per$a.  This  has  long  been  settled  in  reference  to  sherifis,  execu- 
tors aM  administratorSi  and  persons  in  like  situations.  It  is  not 
perceived,  however,  that  the  present  case  should  be  classed  with 
ibose  alluded  to.  There  is  nothing  in  the  situation  of  the  defend- 
ant, by  which  he  can  be  said  to  be  claiming  in  outer  droit;  and 
much  less  does  any  thing  of  this  kind  appear  upon  the  face  of  bis 
declaration,  or  in  the  evidence  adduced  to  support  it.  And  wheth- 
er be  is  regarded  as  an  absolute  purchaser  in  his  own  right,  accor- 
ding to  the  import  of  the  endorsements,  or  as  a  purchaser  with  the 
privilege  of  rescinding  the  purchase  in  a  certain  event,  the  result, 
for  the  present  purpose,  must  be  the  same.  In  either  case  he  is 
invested  with  the  apparent  property  in  the  notes,  and  the  legal 
right  of  action  upon  them,  to  be  asserted  for  his  own  benefit.  The 
evidence  proposed  would  therefore  seem  to  be  etjually  unavailing 
to  the  plaintiff  as  to  Allen. 

There  is'another  view  of  the  snbject,  which  also  appears  to  be 
decisive.  It  has  already  been  shown  that  the  defendant  had  ac- 
^iredjla  right  of  action  in  his  own  name  Qg^iost  Allen,  which  the 
latter  had  no  means  of  defeating.  And  after  the  requisite  notice, 
which  the  defendant  gave,  Allen  had  as  little  pretence  for  resisting 
the  offset  now  sought ;  for  it  would  be  a  strange  construction  of 
the  statute  which  should  enable  trim  to  avoid  an  ofiset  of  the  notes 
in  favor  of  the  person  who  could  successfully  prosecute  them  in  a 
distinct  action.  A  declaration  in  offiet  is  substantially  an  action  pe- 
culiar in  nothing  but  the  form  of  proceeding.  But  if  the  right  of 
claiming  the  offiet  existed  against  Allen,  it  must  also  ex'ist  against 
the  plaintiff,  when  hie  comes  forward  to  prosecute  the  defend- 
ant's note  given  to  Allen,  and  to  which  the  offiet  was  applicable. 
No  principle  is  discovered  whk^h  would  justify  the  ofiet  in  one 
case  and  forbid  it  in  the  other. 

As  the  evidence  o&red  would  have  been  unavailing  in  its  influ- 
ence upon  the  case,  it  was  properly  rejected. 
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There  is  also  a  motioo  for  judgment  to  be  entered  for  the  plain* 
tiff,  notwithstanding  the  verdict.  This  is  founded  on  the  alleged 
want  of  mutuality  between  the  note  sued  and  those  pleaded  in  off- 
set. The  plaintiff  declared  against  Thomas  Conant  as  well  as  the 
defendant,  and  his  writ  issued  against  both ;  but  Thomas  became 
severed  from  the  cause  by  a  return  of  non  est  inventus  as  to  him. 

It  appears  by  the  case  of  Molt  vs.  Motty  (5  Vt.  R.  Ill,)  lljat 
bad  the  notes  been  endorsed  to  the  defendant  and  Thomas  Conant, 
the  defendant  might  have  pleaded  them  in  offset  in  the  joint  names 
of  both.  The  court  there  say,  "  To  give  effect  to  this  statute,  we 
think  that  those  persons  may  be  considered  defendants  against  whom 
the  writ  issued."  And  again — "  Whether  the  defendant  (in  court) 
could  also  have  plead  in  ofiset  a  sum  due  to  him  alone,  is  not  a 
question  now  before  us ;  and  we  only  remark,  that  if  he  has  this 
double  advantage,  it  must  arise  from  the  peculiar  situation  of  the 
case."  It  is  evident  that  the  court  did  not  intend  to  conclude  the 
present  question.  And  treating  the  matter  as  undecided,  I  must 
regard  the  present  ofl&et  as  more  directly  within  the  statute  than 
the  one  there  permitted.  The  riglit  of  pleading  in  ofl&et  b  given 
to  the  ^*  defendanif*  and  Seth  Conant  is  the  only  defendant  in 
eourt ;  as  such,  he  comes  within  the  words  of  the  act.  Th^  decis- 
ion in  the  case  referred  to,  was  the  result  of  that  enlarged  and  fa- 
vorable construction,  to  which  a  highly  beneficial  statute  is  always 

entitled. 

It  may  be  further  remarked,  that  a  motion  of  this  kind  iis  neces- 
sarily founded  on  the  record  alone ;  as  when,  according  to  English 
practice,  the  postea  is  sent  from  Nisi  Prius  to  the  court  m  bank. 
It  can  never  depend  on  any  state  of  evidence  which  is  not  disclo- 
sed by  the  record.  Here  the  record  shows  the  general  issue  mu- 
tually pleaded,  and  a  verdict  that  the  defendant  is  not  in  arrear.— » 
But  whether  this  result  was  produced  by  a  failure  of  the  plamciff 
to  establish  a  right  of  recovery  on*  the  note  sued,  or  by  the  allow- 
ance of  the  offiets,  does  not  conclusively  appear  of  record. 

Judgment  of  county  court  affirmed. 
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WiNDflox,  David  Brown  w.  Joshua  Marsh. 


1836. 


_  If  A.  conspire  with  B.  an  insolvent  and  irreapouaible  person,  for  the  parpoae  of 
prooarin;  property  on  the  credit  of  B,  for  f  he  common  benefit  of  both,  and 
to  enable  B.  to  ^in  credit,  A.  assists  him  to  appear  like  a  man  of  properly, 
by  which  means  B.  sncceedf  in  purchasing^  {roods  on  credit  which  are  ahar. 
ed  between  the  two;  in  an  action  on  the  case  against  A.,  brought  by  a  per. 
■on  thus  defrauded  of  his  property,  B.  is  a  competent  witness  in  ^support  of 
the  action. 

This  was  an  action  of  trespass  on  the  case.  The  declaration 
charged^  in  substance — ^That  the  defendant  conspired  with  one 
Temple,  (a  person  of  little  or  no  responsibility,)  to  procure  prop- 
erty on  the  credit  of  Temple,  for  the  common  benefit  of  both. — 
That  for  that  purpose  the  defendant  furnished  Temple  with  the 
means  of  appearing  among  strangers  as  a  man  of  substance  and 
fit  to  be  trusted. — ^That  Temple  thus  prepared  applied  to  the  plain- 
tiff, who  was  ignorant  of  his  true  character  and  circumstances,  and 
purchased  certain  goods  on  credit. — That  the  goods  had  never 
been  paid  for,  but  had  been  divided  between  Temple  and  the  de- 
fendant. 

A  trial  was  had  on  the  plea  of  not  guilty ^  when  the  plaintiff  cal- 
led Temple  as  a  witness,  who  was  rejected  by  the  court  as  incom- 
petent to  testify  for  the  plaintiff,  on  the  ground  of  interest.  And 
after  verdict  and  judgment  for  the  defendant,  the  cause  was  remov- 
ed to  this  court,  on  exceptions  filed  to  the  decision  excluding  the 
testimony  of  said  witness. 

T.  Hutchinstm  for  plaintiff . — ^This  was  an  action  for  the  de- 
fendant's fraud  in  procuring  the  property  of  the  plaintiff,  by  means 
of  his  own  money,  and  the  agency  of  Jabez  Temple  Jr.;  and  the 
only  question  presented  is,  whether  said  Temple  was  a  competent 
witness  for  the  plaintiff,  he  being  objected  to  on  account  of  inter- 
est, the  only  interest  shown  being  what  is  apparent  in  the  declara- 
tion. That  shows  him  to  have  an  interest  in  the  question  but  no 
interest  in  the  suit,  unless  it  be  that  remote,  contingent  interest, 
which  never  excludes  a  witness,  but  only  affects  his  credit.  Tem- 
ple b  liable  to  be  sued  for  the  same  tort,  but  non  constat^  that  he 
ever  wilt  be  sued  in  any  event  whatever,  and  a  recovery  either 
way  in  this  suit  leaves  him  equally  liable  to  a  suit  as  now. — 9^ 
Aik.  R.  195,  Sanderson  vs.  Caldwell,  and  cases  there  cited. 

But  it  is  said,  or  may  be  said,  that  a  recovery  by  the  plaintiff,  ia 
this  suit,  and  a  satisfaction  of  the  judgment  would  bar  any  action 
agunst  Temple  for  the  same  cause.  But  nan  eonstat,  that  any 
such  judgment  would  be  satisfied. 
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It  is  no  matter  whether  such  interest  in  the  question,  or  the  wit«    WmMos, 
oess  being  a  ca^tortfeasory  appears  by  the  declaration  or  by  the  dis-       leolT^' 
closure  of  the  witness,  or  extraneous  testimony.     We  consider  the       ^rumu 
law  well  settled,  that  a  co-trespasser  may  always  be  a  witness  for      Marth. 
either  party  when  he  is  not  a  defendant  in  the  action.     We  cite, 
2  Stark.  Ev.  764.-2  Camp.  R.  333,   Chapman  vs.  Graves  and 
note.     Lord  Kenyon  once  rejected  such  a  witness,  but  Le  Blanc 
long  afterwards  said  that  decision  was  never  acted  upon.     And  see 
Eoam  vs.  Eatony  7  Wheaton  356,  on  page  311  of  Cond.  R.  vol. 
5,  where  the  court  say  it  is  perfectly  clear,  that  a  person  having  an 
interest  only  in  the  question,  and  not  in  the  event  of  the  suit,  is  a 
competent  witness.     And,  in  general,  the  liability  of  a  witness  to 
a  like  action,  or  his  standing  in  the  same  predicament  with  the  par- 
ty sued,  if  the  verdict  cannot  be  given  in  evidence  for  or  against 
him,  is  an  interest  in  the  question,  and  does  not  exclude  him. 

Marsh  and  Williams  for  defendant. — ^The  only  question  is 
whether  Temple's  testimony  was  rightly  rejected. 

In  other  words,  the  question  is  whether  a  man  can  in  this  way, 
swear  his  own  debt  on  hb  neighbor. 

Suppose  in  the  absence  of  Temple,  out  of  the  State,  the  suit 
had  been  instituted  against  defendant,  as  a  secret  partner  of  Tem- 
ple in  the  transaction  stated  in  the  declaration,  could  Temple  in  his 
turn  be  called  as  a  witness  to  establish  the  partnership  ? 

From  the  face  of  the  transaction,  Temple  alone  was  liable  to  the 
plaintiff.  The  facts  which  Temple  was  called  upon  to  prove  would 
constitute  a  partnership,  and  therefore,  Temple  throw  his  debt  in 
part,  or  in  whole,  by  his  own  testimony  on  the  shoulders  of  another. 

If  not,  can  the  plaintiff,  with  more  propriety,  avail  himself  of 
Temple's  testimony,  by  declaring  in  an  action  on  the  case,  in  the 
nature  of  a  deceit.^  Every  secret  partnership,\if  intended  to  be 
kept  secret  to  the  prejudice  of  creditors,  is  deceitful  and  fraudu- 
lent, and  the  secret  partner  might  be  charged,  either  as  a  partner 
or  in  an  action  on  the  case  ibr  the  deceit. 

The  witness  then  has  a  direct  interest  in  rendering  the  defendant 
liable  for  a  debt,  which  he  himself  contracted,  and  for  which  with- 
oul  bis  testimony,  he  alone  is  liable. 

In  Ntw  vs.  Chidglsys  it  is  said,  persons  primarily  liable  are  nev- 
er  permitted  to  charge  others  by  their  evidence,  unless  in  cases 
where  they  stand  indifferent.— Peak's  Ev.  171. 

So  in  an  actbn  on  a  policy  of  insurance,  stating  the  loss  by  the 
barratry  of  the  master  he  cannot  be  a  witness  to  prove  a  deviation 
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by'<^iisMt  of  the  owMit  unless  ral«as6d  by  the  defendanis.^*- 
Thotnpson'^.Bitd.—X  Esp.  ciMei^  339^^  ^0.— Peak's  Ev«  166. 

In  Bin  ys.  Wood',  a  partnier  cannot  be-  admhted  to  prove,  that 
the  goods  were  furnished  on  his  separate  acicount,  if  the  partnership 
be  proved.-i-roMW^  vs.Biimer^  1  Esp.  cases  103. 

Admitting  Temple  to  testify,  tvduld  open  a  wide  door  for  frau- 
dulent practices;  the  creditor  would  have  nothing  to  do  but  per- 
suade his  poor  c|nd  dishonest  debtor  to  swear,  that  his  richer  neigh- 
bor was  his  partner,  or  sent  him  to  procure  the  gdods  in  question  by 
some  unfair  pretence,  in  order  td  secure  his  demand. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by. 
RoTCE,  J.^— It.is  an  ancient  and  universally  admitted  pdndple 
that  fraud  will  operate  to  annul  a  oontnict) .  al  the  election  of  ibe 
party  defrauded.  •  And  though  in  practice' it  is  niore  usual  to  ^eek 
a  remedy  founded  on  the  fraud,  4han  to  treattbe  contracts  vaoa- 
ted  by  it,  yet1n  cases  of  gross  imposition  the  latter  ooarse  has 
been  uniformly  sanctioned.*   There  is  no  occasion,  however,  to 
decide,  whether  the  transaction  stated  in  the   present  dechuratioo 
would,  or  would  not,  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  disaffirm  the  sal^,  to 
Temple.     In  either  case  the  question  relating  to  the  competency 
of  l^emple  as  a  witness  rnust  receive  the  ,same  answer.  .  If.  the 
plaintiff  had  a  right  to  treat  the  sale  as  a  nullity  and  if  this  aptioo 
is  regarded  as' a  inanifestatlon  of  his  purpose  se  to  treat  it,  then  the 
defendant  and  't'em pie  become  met*e  tort-feasors,  who  have  wronj^ 
fully  possessed  themselves  of  the  jyiaintiff 's  property*     Under 
such  circumstances  the  rule  h  now  generally  acknowledged,  tbt( 
Temple  would  be  a  compet^nti^itnesaffortbe  phtotiff  or  liefenf* 
dant.    It  is  true  that  in  England,  wh(ere  a  recovery  against  eae 
joint  ti^espassef  or  wrong-do€fr  is  held  to  be  a  baftOftoaetio&'a'gEiiiiaC 
his.  fellow,  even  before  satisfaction,  this  rol6  has  been  aometiiaiSS' 
controverted,  and  is  stated- by  their*  writers^  on  evidenoeVitb  soiM 
hesitation.    But  there  is  mubhless  ground  erf"' opposition  to  i(  jo 
this  state,  since  we  hold  that  such  reeoi^eryls^ no  protfeotio»^to 
a  participator  in  the  tort,  until  by  satisfaction  it  has  beemaade^pto* 
ductive  to  the  party  injured.—- Ccrif^ftve//  vs'.  •  Saunderswi,  S  AihC 
195.     It  is  urged  that  as  Temple  had  incurred  a  liability  by^.  ooor 
tract  for  the  whole  stipuhted  price  of  the' goods,  he  was-  of  ooaeso 
interested  to  subject  the  defendant  to  a  recovery  in  this  actkm*. 
The  objection  assumes  that  such  recovery,  followed  by  a  sati^us* 
don  of  the  judgment,  would  extiiiguish  the  witness'  liability  by^ 
contnct ;  which,  upon  the  Siippositioo  we  are  nowpiifsdog,.^BmvM 
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indeed  be  tbe  legitimate  result.     In  effect  the  proposition  appeers    ^JkT^JI^ 
to  be,  that  the  witoesa  was  mteiested  to  exchange  a  sole  fiability       is^. 
by  cootracty  tor  a  joint  and  several  liability  with  the  defendant  in      ^'^'^ 
ibe  character  of  a  wrong-doer.     It  is  certain,  howeFCr,  that  in  the      Manh. 
latter  character  his  liability  would  be  as  extensive  as  before,  and 
might  be  followed  by  consequences  affecting  a  judgment  and  exe- 
cution against  him,  to  which  as  a  debtor  by  contract  he  would  not 
be  exposed.     Fisher  vs.  The  Jail  Commissionerif  3  Vt.  R.  328. 
For  aught  tbe  witness  could  do,  this  liability  might  be  visited  upon 
him  with  all  its  legal  consequences.     His  testimony  in  this  ease 
would  be  evidence  to  subject  himself  in  a  similar  action,  whenever 
tbe  plaintiff  might  choose  to  institute  a  suit.     Nothing  short  of  a 
jiM^fmeDt  satisfied  against  the  defendant  could  protect  him.     Now 
it  is  only  a  fixed  and  certain  interest  which  renders  a  witness  in- 
competent ;  whereas  tbe  interest  of  Temple  would  be  manifestly 
vneerUin  and  contingent,  depending  on  tbe  will  of  the  plaintiff 
over  whom   he  has  no  control.     He  would  but  assume  the  pkce 
of  every  co-trespasser,  who  is  a  competent  witness  for  the  party 
iD|af«d,  not  because  he  is  desiitme  of  M  interest,  but  by  reason  of 
this  uncertainty  of  interest. 

But  we  are  not  required  to  consider  that  the  plaintiff  intended 
to  dissolve  the  contract  of  sale,  though  he  should  have  had  a  right 
to  disBoive  it.  The  present  is  wot  an  action  of  irover  for  the 
goods,  nor  is  tbe  declaration  inconsistent  with  the  subsisting  obli- 
gatioo  of  tbe  contract.  In  this  view  of  the  case  it  is  retteved  of 
aH  diflfeulty  j  as  it  also  is  upon  the  supposition  that  the  plaintiff 
^was  not  entitled  to  avoid  the  sale.  As  fraud  is  said  to  be  extrin- 
eie  and  collateral  to  tbe  contract  or  proceeding  in  which  it  is  prac- 
tieed,  so  an  action  of  this  kind  founded  on  the  deceit,  at)d  not 
broogbt  ID  avoidance  of  the  contract,  is  whofly  a  collateral  remedy. 
The  plaintiff  may  recover  more  or  less,  according  to  tlie  extent  of 
bb  injury  liom  tbe  fraud  complained  of,  and  siiU  retain  his  reme- 
diee  uoiropwred  on  the  contract  itself.  It  follows  that  Temple 
was  not  legally  interested  in  thb  collateral  action  against  the  de- 
feiidaot»  since  bis  own  liability  under  tlie  contract  could  not  be  af- 
teced  by  it.  The  case  most  analogous  to  tbe  present  is  that  of  a 
Uam  and  fraudulent  representation  of  another's  property  and  err- 
cmnstances,  made  to  enable  him  to  gain  credit.  And  there  it  is 
held  that  tbe  person  whose  solvency  was  misrepresentea  is  s  legal 
to  prove  tbe  fraud.— 2  Stark.  Ev.  470,  and  c^es  there 


cited.     Tbe  reason  aaaigDed  is,  that  the  witness  cannot,  in  an  ac- 
tkn  for  tbe  priee  of  the  goods  avail  himself  of  the  verdnrt.     B«- 
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tween  such  a  case  and  the  present  it  is  not  perceived  that  any  ma* 
terial  distinction  exists. 

The  fact  that  Temple  was  the  chief  agent  in  conducting  the 
fraudulent  transaction^  though  it  should  reflect  strongly  upon  his 
credit^  does  not  render  him  the  less  admissible  as  a  witness ;  tlie 
doctrine  being  established  that  a  party  to  a  fraud  is  competent  lo 
prove  it. 

The  judgment  of  the  county  court  reversed^  and  new  trial  grant- 
ed. 


WxND0OE, 

Ftbtuarif^ 
18S6 


FLihrcHKB  and  Rick  vs.  Josjbph  CAooKsa  ei  aL 

The  liability  of  an  officer,  for  having  negtoeted  to  levy  an  exeoniian, 
no  interMt  in  the  judgment  debt,  nor  any  right  to  control  or  diacharge  U. 
Therefore  the  proof  of  auoh  liability  alone  ia  not  admiaaible  in  support  of  a 
plea  alleging  that  the  officer  was  iotereated  in  the  demand. 

Nor  ia  it  a  ground  for  reversing  a  judgment  of  the  county  court  on  exceptions, 
that  they  reejctcd  evidence  offered  to  prove,  in  support  of  sttch  plea,  t!h4tllie 
officer  had  procured  a  second  judgment  to  be  recovered  ligainst  tlio  dttlitor,  ftod 
a  new  execution  to  be  issued  ;  since  it  does  not  neoessarily  result  from  Ihts 
that  he  acquired  any  interest  in  the  debt,  or  even  made  any  disbursements. 

Debt  on  yk\\  bond.  The  only  ground  of  defence  brought  lo  the 
notice  of  this  court  is  stated  in  the  following,  plea  in  bar.;. 

And  for  further  plea,  by  like  leave  of  the  cotirt,  defendants  aay, 
that  they  ought  not  to  be  charged  with  the  said  sopposed  debt, 
because  they  say  that  the  said  Crocker  was  never  legally  oemoiit- 
ted  to  jail  as  in  plaintiff's  declaration  is  allegdd,  in  this^  thai  the 
said  alleged  commitment  was  made  by  one  Jairus  Josselyn,  as  de- 
puty sheriff,  who  at  the  time  of  said  conhrriitment,  and  of  the  date 
of  rendering  said  judgment,  was  interested  in  the  whole  aitiowt  of 
said  supposed  judgment  tfnd  oxecotion,  and  had  no  ituthoricy  by 
law  to  execute  the  same,  and  that  said  execution  Should  have  ^Mn 
directed  to  and  executed'by  some  indifferent  officer  of  8didopuiity» 
and  this  they  are  ready  to  verify,  wherefore  they  pray  jadgroem 
whether  they  ought  to  be  charged  with  the  said  debt,  by  virtue  of 
the  said  supi^osed  writing  obligatory* 

The  plea  was  traversed,  and  issue  joined  therein. 

At  the  trial  the  defendants  offered  to  prove,  in  support  of  the 
plea  aforesaid, — "  that  the  commitment  alleged  in  the  plaintiff's 
declaration  was  made  by  one  Jairus  Josselyn,  as  deputy  sheriff,  aod 
that  said  Josselyn,  previously  to  the  rendition  of  the  jodgment  set 
forth,  had  become  liable  to  the  plaintiffs  for  this  debt,  by  reason  of 


Digitized  by  VjOOQ IC 


OF  THE  STATE  OF  VERMONT.  315 

a  neglect  to  levy  an  execution  for  the  same  ;    and  had  procured    ^«J?^^' 
the  suit  to  be  instituted  in  which  the  judgment  was  had,  and  the        im   ^ 
execution  issued  as  set  forth  in  the  declaration,  in  the   names  of  *''«'<^^J'^ ''  ai. 
the  plaintiffs,  but  for  bis  own  indemnity."      The  evidence  being     crrooker. 
objected  to  as  irrelev  mt  wa$  rejected  by    the  court   below ;  and 
verdict  and  judgment  having  passed  for  the  plaintiffs,  the  cause 
Was  brought  here  on  exceptions  to  the  decision  excludingjhe  evi- 
dence aforesaid. 

After  argument  by  E.  Hutchinson  for  the  defeqdan^s,  and  by 
O.  P.  Chandler  for  the  plaintifi,  the  opinion^^of  the  CQurt  was 
delivered  by 

RoTCE,  J. — ^Tbe  plea  alleges  an  interest  inj  the^  judgment  and 
execution  to  their  full  amount ;  which  is  equivalent  to  an  allega- 
tion that  Josselyn  owned  the  judgment.  Perhaps  the  defendants 
wefB  not  bound  lo  prove  an  interest  in  bira  commensuratej  with 
this  averment,  but  they  were  certainly  required  by  the  plea  to 
show,  that  to  a  greater  or  less  extent  he  had  a  legal  interest  in  the 
demand.  His  liability  to  the  creditors,  for  neglect  on  a  previous 
execution,  was  altogether  collateral  to  tfae  debt,  conferring  no  in- 
terest in  it,  nor  any  right  to  control  or  discbarge  it.  He  doubtless 
felt  an  interest  that  the  judgment  should  be  paid,  or  in  some  way 
satisfied  or  extinguished,  by  the  debtor  ;  as  in  that  event  his  own 
liabHity  for  neglect  would  cease.  But  if  such  a  collateral  interest 
could  affect  the  legal  capacity  of  the  officer  to  act  in  the  future 
coHection  of  the  debt,  (which  for  one  I  am  not  prepared  to  admit,) 
still,  it  is  not  the  interest  which  the  plea  alleges.  That  alleges  an 
interest  in  the  ^dgment  itself,  and  not  a  mere  liability  incidental 
or  coHatenl  to  it. 

The  defendants  offered  further  to  sliow,  that  Josselyn,  for  his 
own  indemnity,  procured  a  second  judgment  to  be  recovered  in  the 
creditors'  names,  and  the  execution  to  be  issued^  under  which  he 
made  the  commitment.  And  it  is  urged,  as  a  necessary  intend-^ 
ment  from  this,  that  the  second  judgment  was  procured  at  his  ex- 
perise,  and  that  he  was  consequently  interested  in  it,  at  least  to  the 
amount  of  the  last  bill  of  costs.  It  is  to  be  remembered,  howev- 
er, that  these  exceptions  stand  in  the  place  of  a  writ  of  error. 
We  have  to  judge  of  the  evidence  as  it  was  offered,^without  ^ilie 
privilege  of  adding  to,  or  detracting  from  it.  There^was^no  offer 
to  prove  any  assignment  of  tlie  demand  to  Josselyn,^'or  ^any  con- 
tw;t  with  t))e  creditors,  by  which  be  bound  himself  to  prosecute 
and  collect  it.  And  although  it  is  to  be  understood  that  he  was 
instrumental  in  instituting  a  fresh  suit  against  the  debtor,  and  ob- 
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taiiuDg  a  second  judgment,  y«t  we  sfo  not  required  to  suppose  thtt 
be  gained  any  iien  upoD  the  judgm^t  by  making  disbursements^ 
for*DQ  such  facf  w.as  stated*  The  manner  of  his  interference  is- 
left  to  conjecture.  He  might,  indeed,  have  conducted  the  second 
suit  at  bis  own  expence  by  licence  of  the  creditors,  but  be  might 
9IB0  have  influenced  the  creditors  by  pnere  entreaty  und  persuasion, 
to  pursue  the  debtor,  instead  of  prosecuting  him  for  neglect. 

As  the  evidence  ofiered  had  no  certain  tepdency  to  establisb  any 
iaierest  of  Josselyn  in  the  judgment  or  execution,  it  was  properly 
rejected*  Judgment  of  county  court  aflSnned. 


Uriah  Hates  v$.  Wax*teb  Mobss. 

.  An  •ndorMmaiit  of  put  psjment  upon  a  written  contract,  when  it  is  proponed 
to  be  need  for  the  porpoee  of  rebotting  a  preemnptHm  of  payment  of  tho  hni- 
aneov  can  have  reterenoe  only  to  the  time  eunh  part  payment  pnrporte  to 
haire  been  made, 

Tb'is  was  an  action  of  assumpsit  on  promissory  note,  dated  April 
5M2d,  1819,  for  $190,  or  four  cows  and  calves,  four  years  from  the 
month  of  May  following  the  date.  On  the  back  of  the  note  was 
the  following  endorsement,  signed  by  the  parties : 

"  January  10,  1833 — ^Received  iuo  cows  on  this  note,  suppoi* 
sed,  at  the  time  the  note  wa$  out,  as  agreed  by  u$  both,** 

At  the  trial,  the  defendant  gave  testimony  tending  to  show,' that 
at  the  time  of  making  the  endorsement,  the  defendant  contended 
he  had  paid  %he  whole  note  at  the  time  it  fell  due,  while  plaintiflT 
contended  he  had  only  paid  two  cows.  It  was  finally  agreed  that 
the  endorsement,  as  far  as  the  parties  could  think  ulike,  should  be 
made,  and  accordingly  the  endorsement  was  made. 

The  cobrt  were  retjuested  to  instruct  the  jury  that  the  testimor 
jiy,  if  believed,  was  sufficient  to  take  the  case  out  of  the  statute  of 
limitations,  which  was  the  issue  joined.  The  court  refused  so 
to  charge,  and  directed  a  verdict  for  the  defendant.  The  case 
£0ipies  here  for  revision. 

Mr.  Cuihnum  for  the  plaintiff. — 1.  The  plaintiff,  on  the  trial, 
contended  that  he  bad  received  two  cows  onlyi  00  two  notes  for 
six  cows. 

2.  That  be  had,  at  the  time,  two  notes  against  the  defendant — 
one  for  4^60,  or  two  cows  and  calves,  and  one  for  $190,  or  four 
cows  and  calves.— Both  said  notes  dated  April  22d,  1819 — one 
payable  in  three  years^^the  other  payable  in  four  years. 
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The  defendant  contended  tfaat  he'had  paid  four  cows  and  eaWes, 
and  no  nnore  ;  and  that  fiwt  a^as  all  be  <med  the  plaintiff.— The  _ 
£rst  two  cows  paid  by  defendaol,  were  paid  in  l8S8,as  per  the  de- 
poBitions,  and  the  same  were  endorsed  by  said  Hayes  on  the  first 
note  (or  060  or  two  cows  and  catves,  which  was  then  out,  or 
payable.     The  other  note  not  being  then  due. 

Again :  The  parties  livmg  one  in  Boston  and  the  other  in  Pom- 
ftet,  and  not  seeing  each  other  Tor  a  course  of  years ;  but-they  met 
on  the  10th  of  January,  1823,  as  per  the  endonsement  on  the  note 
sued,  and  then  made  the  agreement  and  liquidated  the  matter. — 
By  which  agreement  and  liquidation,  plaintiff  contends,  that  ahho' 
ibe  said  note  might  be  techaicaily  outlawed,  yet,  what  is  there  re- 
cited, together  with  the  other  evidence  in  the  case,  sveas  the  note 
and  the  statute  of  limitatiotn  docs  not  attach. 

The  two  notes  were  both  made  evidence  in  the  case  ;   but  the 
jodge,  in  his  bill  of  exceptions,  has  mentioned  but  one.  * 
'     The  two  first  cows  paid,  were  endorsed  on  the  note  then  due ; 
and  the  two  last  endorsed  by  agreement,  on  the  }120  note  then 
due. 

Mr.  E.  Hutchinson  for  the  defendant. — ^The  writing  on  the 
back  of  the  note,  signed  by  the  parties,  (relied  upon  by  the  plain-* 
tiff  as  taking  the  case  out  of  the  statute,)  is  no  more  nor  less  than 
an  admission  of  just  such  facts  as  are  therein  stated.  And  the  on* 
ly  (act  stated  is,  that  two  cows  were  paid  at  the  time  the  note  fell 
due.     How  can  it  be  said  that,  by  that,  defendant  admitted  a  bal- 

.  aoce  to  be  due,  when  be  was  neither  asked  to,  nor  did  he  say  one 
word  concerning  the  balance,  whether  it  was  due  or  not?  Suppose, 
instead  of  this  writing,  defendant  had  been  asked,  in  the  presence 
of  a  witness,  '  Did  you  not  sign  t.be  note  ?'  and  that  his  reply  bad 
been,  'It  is  my  signature,'  that  would  have  been  an  admission  of  ao 
indebtedness  oTice,  but  none  of  a  subsnsting  indebtedness  then.  Sop* 
pose  bim  to  have  been  then  interrogated,  'Did  you  not  pay  me 
two  cows  when  the  note  was  out  ?'  and  the  answer  bad  been,  *  1 
did/  would  any  one  at  this  day  contend  that  that  alone  amounted 
to  an  acknowledgement  of  the  rest  being  still  due  ?  Neither  does 
'ibb'tliGk  of  the  plaintiff,  in  procuring  defendant^  signature  to  that 

'  writing,  (when  by  bis  own  admissions  defendant  all  the  while  coo- 
tended  that  the  note  had  been  fully  paid,)  avail  bim  any  thing  by 
wayofui/ef^nee.  Indeed,  the  very  pbraseotegy  of  the  writing, 
that  **  two  cows  tvere  paid,  supposed  at  the  time  the  note  was  out, 
'0»  agrud  hy  u$  both,^*  necessarily  implies  that  they  bad  a  diipate 
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Wmocos,    siboMt  the  rest,     (^Is9,  why  not  taJke  a  Daw  note  ?    For  ihe  very 
I8S6.        obyious  reason  ibat  he  could  not  get  it, 

Hayai  "  U  IS  qot  enough  that  the  acknowledgement  goes  to  the  prigi- 

Morvft.  qal  justice  of  the  claim ;  it  must  go  to  the  fact  that  It  is  still  due.'* 
— i-Cb.  J.  Marshall,  in  CUmentson  vs.  Williams^  3  Cond.  R.  37 — 
8  Cranch,  72. 

'<  The  acknowledgement,  to  revive  the  original  cause  of  action, 
must  be  unqualified  and  unconditional.  It  must  shew  positive^ 
timt  the  debt  is  due  in  whole  or  in  part." — Ch.  J.  Marshall,  in 
NetiJl  vs.  Bmiard,  11  Wheaton,  309—6  Cond.  R.  325— See 
also  Olcott  vs.  ScdtSy  3  Vt.  R.  173. 

'*  The  statute  of  limitations,  instead  of  being  viewed  in  an  anfa- 
vorable  light,  as  an  unjust  and  discreditable  defence,  should  baye 
received  such  supports  from  courts  of  justice,  as  would  have  made 
it  wha-t  it  was  intended  emphatically  to  be,  a  statute  of  repose,  it 
is  a  wise  and  beneficial  law,  not  designed  merely  to  raise  a  pre- 
sumption of  payment  of  a  just  debt  from  lapse  of  time ;  but  to  af- 
ford security  against  iiah  demands,  after  the  true  state  of  the  trans- 
action may  have  been  forgotten,  or  be  incapable  of  explanation  by 
reason  of  the  death  or  removal  of  witnesses." — Justice  Story,  in 
^eU  vs.  Morrison  et  al.  1  Pet.  R.  360. 

The  opinion  of  the  (sourt  was  delivered  by 
Ru»FiiXiO,  J.^^It  is  not  necessary,  perhaps,  to  go  into  any  dis- 
cussion of  the  long  ^xed  queatioo,  bow  6r  an  endorsement  of  part 
paymettt  on  a  note  or  bond  is  evidence  to  gp  to  the  jury  for  the 
fMirpose  of  rebutting  the  presumption  of  payment  in  the  one  case^ 
^  or  to  remove  the  operation  of  tbe  statute  <^|in]itati<Kis  in  the  oth- 
er. It  was  once  settled  in  Englfind,  \{Searl€  vs.  Bossingiany  2 
Strange,  286,)  that  an  evdora^ment  in  the  hand«writtng  of  the  obli- 
l^e  or  payee,  bearing  date  prior  to  the  term  of  tbe  period  of  tbe 
flttinte  of  limitations  having  lapsed,  migbt  go  to  the  jury  as  evl- 
deooe  to  rebut  presumption  of  paywf iH»  or  i^emove  the  statute  bar. 
Thait  case  was  very  elaborately  discussed  at  nifipriwi  belore  Cb. 
J.  Pratt,  wbo  rejected  t/he  evidence,  subisequeptly,  in  the  King's 
fieooh  and  Cxcbequer  Cbamtber,  and  finally  in  the  House  of  Lordbj, 
an  each  of  which  courts  it  was  beld  that  the  tes^ony  was  compe- 
4eat  to  go  to  the  jury.  That  decision  was  acquiesced  is  Mntil  more 
fecemly,  when  Lord  fillenboroogh,  at  nisipruuf,  held  that  such 
an  endorsement,  <o'be  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  to  jrebut  presump- 
tion of  payment,  or  nemove  tbe  bar  of  the  statute  of  limitation^, 
must  be  accompanied  with  other  evidence  tending  to  shpw,  .Qitber 
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(hat  the  endorsement  was  itiade  by  the  consent  of  the  obligor  or 
tnak^r  of  the  note  6r  bilt,  or  that  it  was  in  fact  made  before  the^ 
right  of  action  had  become  barred  by  lapse  of  time,  and  when  the 
payee  could  have  had  no  motive  to  make  the  endorsement  with  a 
view  to  use  it  as  evidence  for  that  purpose.  This  rule  was  adopt- 
ed in  New- York  by  the  supreme  court  in  the  case  of  Boseboom  vs. 
Billingtonf  (7  John.  R.  183.)  And  such  continued  to  be  the  set- 
tled law  in  Westminster  Hall  until  the.  passing  of  Lord  lenterden's 
Act^  requiring  the  promise  to  pay  a  debt  barred  by  lapse  of  ti^ite, 
in  order  to  avail  the  plaintiff,  to  be  in  writtng.  Tiiis  is  the  '9th 
Geo.  IV«  C.  14,  and  finally  put  all  discssion  of  that  and  sinMtor 
questions  at  rest.  With  us  the  subject  is  still  open  to  discussion, 
and  auist  remain  one  of  some  uncertainty  until  the  legislature  see 
fit  to  interfere.  There  is  perhaps  no  subject  upon  which  there  has 
been  more  judicial  legislation  than  that  of  the  limitation  of  actions. 
The  whole  subject  of  removing  the  bar  by  a  new  promise  to  pay 
the  debt,  or  an  admission  of  its  existence,  is  a  creature  of  the  crea- 
tioo  of  courts.  The  presumption  of  payment  of  a  bond  (in  Eng- 
land) from  the  lapse  of  twenty  yearsj  is  of  tbs  same  character. 

But  in  regard  to  an  endorsement  on  a  written  contract,  it  has  al- 
ways been  held  that  to  av«ul  the  payee  for  the  purpose  of  rebut- 
ting a  pi'esufmption  of  payment,  it  muftt  be  an  efidonemeot  of  a 
payment  made  at  the  date  of  the  endorsement,  or  that  it  can  have 
reference  only  to  the  time  at  whid)  the  paymenlwiaa  in  fiictaiade. 
In  this  case,  the  endorsement  being  signed  by  both  p&rties,Tio  ques- 
tion .  as  to  its  being  made  before  or  after-  the  debt;  bad  become 
barred  by  statute,  will  arise.  For  being  signed  by  the  defendant, 
if  it  imported  a  payment  at  the  time  of  its  date,  it  must  clearly  take 
the  case  out  of  the  statute.  For  part  payment  of  the  debt  without 
qualification  is  an  admission  of  the  balance  remaining  ;dQe,^hi<sb(i8 
sufficient  to  remove  the  bar  of  the  statute  of  lirantations.-^^O/coit  vs. 
Scales  J  8  Vt.  R.  177.  But  this  is  only  a  payment 'mAde  at  the 
time  the  note  fell  due,  and  does  not  import  a  payment  at^thedote 
of  the  endorsement.  And  this  admission  was  accompanied  with' a 
claim  thai  the  whole  had  been  paid.  The  endorsement  then  ta- 
ken, either  by  itself  or  in  connection  with  the  other  evidence,  whi6b 
is  competent  to  qualify  or  explain  a  mere  admission  andnot  a  con- 
tract, bad  no  tendency  to  show  an  admission  of  a  present  FUbsisting 
debt,  which  defendant  intended  to  recognize  as  a  binding  obliga- 
tion, and  therefore  could  not  remove  the  bar  created  bytheftMule 
of  limitations. — ClementMon  vs.  Williams,  3  Cond.  R.  (Peterrf.) 
37—8  Cranch,  72. 
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And  the  coastruction  contended  for  by  plaintiff  would  be  to  re- 
vive the  ancient  absurdity  of  a  constructive  repeal  of  this  highly 
beneficial  statute,  by  declaring  any  assertion,  which  one  might  see 
fit  to  make,  when  interrogated  as  to  the  date,  a  sufiicient  admission 
to  talce  the  case  out  of  the  statute. 

We  are  happy  to  believe  that  a  more  recent  and  more  rational 
construction  has  redeemed  these  statutes  from  much  of  the  uncer- 
tainty which  for  many  years  bung  over  them.  They  are  now  con- 
sidered, like  any  other  statute,  worthy  of  the  highest  consideration, 
and  binding  upon  courts  within  their  just  limits.  They  have  been 
very  justly  denominated  "  statutes  of  repose." 

Judgment  of  the  county  court  is  affirmed. 


188«. 


Lyman  Steward  vs.  Soloman  Downer. 

In  a  tott  in  the  nom^of  a  eomiDon  informer,  to  recovar  the  penalty  ttfider]tlw 
atatate  against  asury,  it  must  appear  that  the  payment  of  money  or  other 
thiug  soaght  to  be  reoovered  wae  a  voluntary  payment  and  made  in  pureo. 
ance  of  a  previoas  corrupt  agreement. 

A  deerae  of  the  county  court,  in  an  action  of  ejectment  predicated  on  mort. 
gage,  even  after  it  becomes  absolute  and  so  the  debt  is  paid,  does  not  eoDStt- 
tute  soch  a  payment  as  will  enable  the  mortgagor  or  a  common  informer  to 
recover  the  excess  of  lawful  interest  included  in  such  decree. 

By  noh  deerea  it  w<Htld  seen,  that  the  usury  is  purged,  and  no  subsequent 
procedings  can  be  had.wbereby  the  question  of  usury  shall  be  again  branghl 
Into  discussion. 

If  the  contracting  party  n«*ver  bad  a  right  of  recovery  under  that  statute,  no 
action  can  accrue  to  a  common  informer. 

Thb  is  an  action  brought  by  a  common  informer  to  recover  the 
penalty  under  the  statute  prohibiting  usury. 

The  summary  of  the  case  was  this : — One  Benjamin  Clapp  ob- 
tained a  loan  of  money  of  this  defendant  Downer  upon  asurioas 
interest  and  mortgaged  his  farm  in  Barnard  to  secure  the  paynaent. 
Oo  6ilure  of  payment  Ebwner  brought  his  action  of  ejectment 
for  the  farm,  recovered  judgment,  And  Clapp  filed  his  motion  to 
redeenK  The  sura  due  upon  the  contract  was  ascertaitied,  and  a 
time  of  redemption  Umited.  That  time  expired  withoot  payment, 
leaving'^tbe  title  absolute  in  Downer.  This  farm  was  shown  to  be 
worth  as  mo^  at  least  as  all  the  amount  of  the  decree,  including 
interest  aud  cost.  After  one  year  had  expired  without  any  suit  by 
Clapp,  and  within  a  second  year,  this  action  was  conmieoced  by 
Steward.  On  trial  the  county  court  instructed  the  jury  that  the 
proof  of  these  frets,  if  belteved,  did  not  eotide  the  plaintiff  to  re- 
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cover.     The  plaintiff  excepted  to  this  instruction  and  ibe  cau€e 
passed  to  this  court. 

T.  Hutchinson  for  plaintiff. — 1.  That  Downer  received  land 
in  pay  for  his  usurious  loan  can  form  no  valid  objection  to  the  plain- 
tiff*'s  recovering  ^  for  (he  statute  is  so  broad  as  necessarily  to  in- 
clude all  kinds  of  property,  ifreceivedjn  satisfaction  of  an||usurious 
loan.  The  statute,  first,  probibits  the  receiving  either^i^in  money, 
goods,  or  any  other  thing,  and  gives  an  action,  within  one  year,  to 
the  person  paying  such  money,  or  delivering  sucli  goods,  or  other 
thing.  If  the  person  paying  does  not  sue  within  a  year,  and  bona 
fide  prosecute  for  the  money  so  paid,  or  for  the  value  of  the  goods 
or  other  things  so  delivered,  any  other  person  may  sue  for  the  same, 
wttbin  a  second  year.  No  argument  can  roak^  this  mo^e  plain. 
If  any  thing  but  money  is  delivered,  its  value  is  to  be  recovered. 
2.  We  think,  that  Downer's  recovering  the  land  by  judgment 
of  court,  forms  no  defence  to  this  action.  This  merely  shows  a 
compulsory  payment  by  Clapp ;  and  the  statute  makes  no  eitcep- 
tioD  in  favor  of  compulsory  payments,  or  payments  [after  ar  judg- 
ment of  court.  The  judgment  for  the  land  is  no  more  conclusive 
against  Clapp,  than*would  have  been  his  voluntary  relinquishnaent 
of  his  equity  of  redemptionym''di9charge  of  the  debt ;  which  he 
might  have  done  by  a  quit-claim  deed.  Clapp  may  possibly  have 
neglected  to  defend  the  action  of  ejectment  through  want  of  evi- 
dtpce  to  prove  the  usury.  Or  he  may  have  colluded  wKh  Dow- 
ner in  covering  up  the  ifsury  by  a  judgment  as  well  as  in  making 
the  usurious  contract.  Indeed,|[that*'provision  of  the  statute,  un- 
der which  any  third  person  may  sue  during  a  second  year^  goes 
upon  the  suppositipn,  that  the  person  paying  the  usury  either  is  un- 
able to  furnish  the  proof  to  defend  a  suit  upon  the/  usurious  con- 
tract, or  support  an^action  to  recover  back  the  money  paid,  or  ^Ise- 
colludes  Vitb  the  person  receiving  the  usury.  The  object  of  the 
statute  is  to  protect  the^weak  and  the  necessitouf^,  against  the  pow- 
erfiil  and  avaricious.  It  places  its  guards  upon^all  sides  ;  first,  for- 
biddiiog  the]takingof  excessive  interest;  second,  making  the  usu- 
rious^cdniract  void.  This  wouldjrequire  proof  in  defence  of  art 
actibo  upon  the  contr*;t ;  third,  allowing  [the  person  paying'^'to 
fedovif'back  the  usurwus  part ;  and,  fourth,«if  the  person^  paying; 
heks  evidence  to  defend  or  support  his  rights,  or  should  Collude 
with  the  person  receiving  the  usury,  or  should  be  deterred  by  him 
from  seeking  his  remedy  in  either  way,  any  other  person  may  siie 

andl  recover. 
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yfwo9p%,        }Iere  it  will  be  observ^d,  thai  np  iv/p  f4  (h^^se  rereiedies,  are 
taSir^-     concurrent ;  but  are  siiccessiye  of  eacb  pthp^,    Th^  first  nsmfdy  fe, 
sioward      to  prevent  tl^e  payment  of  the  money..    Bgt  no  suit  lies  to  recover 
powwr.     back  the  n|oney  or  other  property,  till  it  is  paid.    It  is  the  rpceiving 
the  nnoney  or  other  thing,  that  makes  thp  receiver  liable.    Fie  is  no( 
pbliged  to  receive  it,  if  he  is  able  to  deter  the  debtor  from  his  de- 
fence.    If  he  does  receiye  it,  be  doiss  i^  ^t  the  risk  of  n  suit  to  ve- 
qover  it  back.     Let  it  once  be  understood,  that  a  judgment  covers 
the  usury  so  depp  as  never  to  be  dpg  out,  qnd  |hat  will  be  a  cover 
for  all  tisury.     A  judgmppt  by  .confession  will  be  ^s  available  as 
a  judgnient  in   a  regular  suit.      This   suit  against    Downer  is 
brought  for  that  which  did  not  exist  when  be  recovered  judgment 
against  Glapp*     {t  was  no^,  nor  copld  it  bp?  litigated  in  that  suit, 
||e  is  pow  ctiarged  with  feceiying  the  property,  which  he  was 
then  seeking  to  get. 

We  present  the  case  iipon  a  reasonable  ccpstruction  of  the  statute, 
finding  no  cases  in  point.  And  it  does  appear  to  us,  either  that  the 
judgfnent  in  ejectment  aqthori^ed  the  defendant  to  commit  a  breach 
of  the  law,  which  was  not  committed  till  the  ei^pirafion  of  the 
time  of  redemption  given  to  Clapp  in  |iie  ejectment  suit,  or  that 
||e  is  liable  in  this  suit  fof  the  breach  of  law,  comtniUed  by  him 
after  the  judgment.  The  rportgage  was  but  a  security  for  the 
^ebt,  and  the  judgipent  upon  it  a  conditional  one,  till  the  lime  of 
redppiption  expired.  v 

The  plaintiff  cannot  be  affected  by  any  neglect  of  Clapp.  He 
is  ^s  a  stranger  to  the  judgment.— -2  Stark.  Ev.  686-7, 

See  15  Mass.  R., vs.  Milter,  where  money   paid  to  sal^ 

jsfy  ^  judgment  was  recovered  back,  said  judgment  srill  remaining 
unreversed. 

A.  Aiken  for  defendant. — 1 .  The  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to 
recover.  The  "  other  thing"  which  the  defendant  is  charged  in 
the  declaration  with  having  corruptly  and  usuriously  re<"f*ived  of 
one  Benjamin  Clapp,  is  a  farm  of  (and. 

i^e  has  been  placed  in  the  possession  of  that  farm  by  the  act 
and  force  of  law,  in  execution  of  a  regular  judgment  and  decree 
of  foreclosure. 

This  would  be  conclusive  upon  the  original  parties  to  the  con* 
tjrflict,  upon  which  f  hat  judgment  was  had.— 2  Caines  150.— Cow- 
an's Just.  140. — Thatcher  et  al.  Executors  vs.  Gfammon^  1 S  Mass, 
R.  268.— Bearer  vs.  Barstow,  9  M^iss.  R.  4B.—FHni  vs.  Shel- 
don, 13  Mass.  R    452. 
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it  ti  dso  cofrcliVsiVe  iVp^ii'  af  Sharker  seeking  hisr  prey  Ott'der  iM 
^(afttte,  (p.  163,  sf.  2) 

The  lawgive^tothischatacrera  right  bfafctfon,  hot  oh  the  grotttiit 
of  restoring  to  aii  mjiifed  party  that?  j^hich  has  b^ert'  tihlai^rftilty  fa-* 
kenr  firom  hitn,  a^id  so  d'oih^  jiisHc6  ^h^fe  ihjbstK^  hai»  teet)  sdlFei^- 
ed,  bm  for  the'  pi^rpos6  sofely  of  pa'nishmdnt,  ro  hirh  Who  di<d  fhe 
mjustiee;  iff  is  the  infl-'ictioh'  of  a'  piehaftty;  alAtf  the  pi^|odiibii' 
dioogb  cWiT  ih  (brm,  is  crimihiri  it)'  shhsia^hde  atid  effect.  The  st&t- 
ote  is,'  ih^i*elbi'e,  to'  be  donsfrued  strictly.' 

The  pbpiifeT  right  lo  prosedufe  ib'  given  by  the  statote,  oiily  up- 
on the  neglect  to  proseeui^,  6i^  a'  covinous  diseontinuahee  of  api^os-^ 
teution  by  the  party  to  the  listiry,  who  was  injured  by  it^. 

Wbere  th6i^  ife  rib  legal  right  of  action  to  bfe  neglected,  t'heri^ 
6an  b^  no  neglect;  conseqiieniiy,'tfee  riglit* of  abtion,  being  extin- 
gubb^d',  oi*  liefer  having  accrued  as  to  the  original  party,  it  issb'as' 
tio  aff  others. 

a.  The  receipt',  of  salis^ctiort  of  a'  coriiract,  lipoil  a  fbrdclbsut^; 
so  far  as  it  cisih  be  said  to  be  a'  slilisfactiori,-  is^  by  operation  of  law, 
and  nbt  by  act  of  th6  parties. 

The  law  can  never'  punish  d  man  for^  actiiig  ih  abediencd  t6  it^* 
own  decree. 

The  acceptatice  of  ih^  farm  was  in  sa'tisfaciibn  of  thd  judgment 
^hich  was  a-  title  of  record,  made  absolute  by  th^  judgiheiif,  not* 
deperidahl  for  its  cbnsliliiant  (Jualities,  upon  any  igre^rtierit  of 
die  parlies,  bul  upoh  facts  foiind  it'poil  the  trial'  ahd  purged  of  all' 
linlawfulttess,  (if  dtiy  had  existed,)  by  the  judgrtieilt  itself,  Awd' 
ir  was  riot  a^'  taking''  or  "receiving^'  of  ahy  thiiig  upoii  the'  cbri-' 
tract  of  ili^  parties,  fot^  that  Wak  exlinguished  by  the  judgmeiU. 

The  jiidghient  gives  the  title,  ditd  liot  ilie  deed.  The  effect'  di 
^^Qty  fih&l  jiidgmdiii,  is'  to  liiferge  the  cause  of  action!' 

T^he  opitiioh  of  tlie  court'  wa3  deliv^ered  by' 

RfebinELD;  J.— 1i  is  appztt'eht*  fioiti'  the  tertils  of  thd  stklUlfe,' 
ahd  such  indeed,  hak  iorig  been' the  settled'  cbhslruClipri'of  siinllair 
statutbsVthjt  the  paynlent,  to  cbnstitutie  uSiity,  iriiist  be  in  piirsu-* 
ance  of  a'pi-evloiiS  cbrhipt  agreeitient'.  IV is  riot  riecessary  lb'  in- 
quire wliether  the  payment  riiiisi  specifically  cbrrespoiid  with  the 
terhis  of  the  cbntriafci.  It  rilOst  bfe  a'  voluhtafy  payttifent  arid'  a' 
ikymeiHnttide  inconsuinrilattbiibf  the  previdris  corrupt  bar^aih;' 

lifi  tUis  casH  it  U  a [jparenithd  original  coriiract'  was  iiiffleientiy 
dorruptand  usuKoiis  ;•  buf  it'is'^qually  evident'  that  do  v^bluriliify 
payiiierirori  thfftebritiwt' iJaVbeeri- ^  The'  decrfe^e  df  fth-b-' 
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CASES  IN  THE  SUPREME  COURT 

closure  and  possession  of  the  mortgaged  premises  taken  under  it, 
no  doubt  operates  as  a  payment  of  the  entire  debt  if  the  premises 
be  of  sufficient  value  ;  if  of  I.ess  y^lge  than  the  mortgage  debt,  then 
as  paynient  pro  ianio.  But  this  is  a  payment  by  opcration'of  law, 
and  strictly  in  invitum.  It  is  by  virtue  of  a  decree  made'on  mo- 
tioo  of  the  debitor.  But  as  the  county  court  have  pro  hoc  vice, 
chancery  powers,  we  see  no  good  reason  to  make  a  distinction 
bet^iy.een  this  case  and  that  of  a  dacree  in  chancery. — Strang  vs. 
Strong,  2  Aik.  373,  and  Lovett  vs.  Leland,  3  Vt.  581.  There 
19  no  very  oJ}vious  reason  why  any  such  distinction  should  be 
mad^. 

An4  this  presents  auoiber  formidable  objection  to  the  plaintiff's 
recovery.  This  decree  is  to  all  intents  a  judgment,  and  as  between 
the  parties  to  the  judgment^  every  defence  to  the  original  suit  is 
forever  put  a(  jrpst.  The  validity  of  the  judgment  cannot  be  again 
examined.  The  usury  is  as  effectually  purged  as  if  the  parties 
hftd  by  agreement  deducted  the  pxcess  of  interest  from  the  securi- 
ty, which  has  always  been  held  to  purge  fhp  usury. 

And  if  by  the  operation  of  the  decree  the  party  aggrieved  is 
barred  of  any  right  to  sue  for  and  recover  back  the  excess  of  in- 
terest, then  no  such  right  ever  existed.  Of  course  it  could  not 
hpye  been  delayed  for  "  one  year"  as  the  statute  seems  to  pre-sup- 
pose  in  the  remedy  given  to  a  common  informer.  And  the  stat- 
ute only  gives  the  common  informer  the  iame  remedy  which  the 
party  paying  the  usury  had  had,  which  in  the  present  case  is  none 
at  all. 

And  should  we  permit  this  plaintiff  to  recover,  it  must  involve 
the  absurdity  of  re-examining  the  former  decree,  which  can  no 
rnore  be  done  in  this  case  than  if  the  suit  had  been  brought  in  the 
name  of  the  original  debtor. 

In  every  view  of  the  case  the  judgipent  of  the  court  below  was 
clearly  correct,  and  is  affirmed. 
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Sylvanub  BarANT  vs,  Stlvbster  Bdsoit.  ^f^^ 

B«  residing  in  New.Hainpthire,  sold  to  D,  at  Cambridge,  Mass«chusetls,whers  • 


1886. 


D  resided,  a  qaanilty  of  cattle,  for  which  D  there  gave  his  promissory  note,        ^«/ 
pajable  in  fifteen  days.    B  brought  this  note  to  Vermont,  where  E  signed  it. 
Heldt  that  E  was  entitled  to  three  dsyi^  grace  on  thii  note. 

This  was  an  action  on  a  note  of  hand  of  the  following  tenor : 

<'91456  67.  Cambridge,  Jan.  2d,  1834. 

"  For  value  received,  we  promise  to  pay  Sylvanus  Bryant,  oi' 
order,  fourteen  hundred  fifty-six  dollars  and  67  cents,  in  fifteen 
days  from  date. 

(Signed)  REUBEN  DAMAN, 

SYLVESTER  EDSON." 

The  writ  was  prayed  out  against  both  signers,  and  bore  date  Jan- 
uary 20th,  1834,  and  was  served  on  Edson  the  morning  of  that 
day,  and  a  mm  e$t  inventus  returned  as  to  Daman. 

On  the  trial,  the  defendant  insisted  he  was  entitled  to  three  days' 
grace,  which  had  not  transpired  at  tlie  commencement  of  the  ac- 
tion. And  he  relied  on  the  statutes  of  New-Hampshire,  where 
the  payee  resided,  and  of  Massachusetts,  where  the  note  was  da- 
ted. The  statute  of  Massachusetts,  passed  in  1835,  was  shown  to 
be  in  these  words  : 

'^  That  all  bills  of  exchange  made  after  the  first  day  of  June  next, 
and  expressed  to  be  payable  at  sight,  or  payable  at  a  future  day 
certain,  within  this  Commonwealth ;  and  all  promissory,  negocia- 
ble  notes,  orders  or  drafts,  made  after  the  first  day  of  June  next, 
payable  at  a  future  day  certain,  within  this  Commonwealth,  in  which 
there  is  not  express  stipulation  to  the  contrary,  grace  shall  be  al- 
lowed," &c. 

The  plaintiff  proved  that  the  note  in  question  was  executed  by 
said  Daman,  at  Cambridge,  in  Massachusetts,  and  there  delivered 
to  the  plaintiff  on  a  contract  for  beef  cattle  there  sold  by  the  plain- 
tiff to  said  Daman. — ^That  said  note  was  brought  by  the  plaintiff 
to  Woodstock,  Vermont,  where  said  Edson  resided,  who  there 
signed  the  same. 

The  defendant  requested  the  court  to  charge  the  jury  that  the 
defendant  was  entitled  to  grace  on  said  note,  and  dierefore  the 
plaintiff  could  not  recover;  and  upon  the  defendant's  entering  into 
a  rule  that  a  verdict  should  be  entered  for  the  plaintiff,  and  judg- 
ment rendered  thereon  by  the  supreme  court,  for  the  amount  of 
said  note  and  cost,  if  the  supreme  court  should  decide  that  the  de- 
fendant was  not  entitled  to  grace,  the  court  did  instruct  the  ju- 
ry that  said  Edson  was  entitled  to  grace; — ^whereupon,  verdict 
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^j^St^   iMI  juf/tgmeat  vmg  «M«i«d  ^r  the  delsndiMf,  mi  the  piaim1#  «^* 

Ar^iiiitifni  fw^  defende  idf  r6s&  upon  ^e'  qii^'s- 

fio»  wbetbei^  Edsoit  ^as  enAtled  to  three  dayff  ofgracd. 

1.  We  edniend  he  v^zs  not  so  entitled.-  No'  pitied  6f  payAteiMf 
fc  m^eiitio&ed  h^  the  nofe.  ff  a^  demtrnd  npoD  Ed85n'fb  charge  the' 
^nderser  wa^'  i)eoessaiy/if^  muse  6&  made  ai:  Wo6dstibck.-^S(&e  An- 
dion'sr  Niti  PfWf,  p.  6,  in  note.  And'  i&  days  6^gito5e  are  al- 
lowed in  yehnont.  Nor  doesr  it  make  any  di&rence  that  Daman' 
executed  tbe^  aoti^  i»  Massachusetts.-  We  may  as  well*  contend 
dtetEdsdn's  eitecutlng  die  nme  in*  Verhioiiitr  brings  Damaii  lindei" 
iSb6  ^rcie  of^  the  laiw  ot  Vermdnty  as  that  DkmknV  e^cuting*  ^e 
hot^  ia  Massachusetts  hringa  Edson  under  the  foroa  of  the  liaw  of 
tlhai  stetel- 

Nor  does  it  make  any  di&rdri^d  that'  the  note  was  given  on  the 
We  ahd  for  th^  putchase-mohey  of  cattle  in  Massachusetts.  There' 
are  no  days  of  grace  upon  tliat  contf^ct  by  the  law  of  Massachii- 
!letts,'  or  of  any  .other  state,  till,  by  its  being  put  into  a  note,  it  is 
bH)ught^  within  the  law  merchant. 

2.  Edsotl  was  not  entitled  tb  grace  by  reason  of  the  plaintiff's 
living  in  New- Hampshire,  where  grace  is  allowed  on  notes.  For 
Aough  there  are  decisions  sliowjng  that  a  note  given  elsewhere, 
iui  expressly  made  payable  in  New-Hampshire,  shall  be  governed' 
by  4fae  law'oft  that'  state,  yet  I  find  no  case  in  whieh  it  has  been' 
defc^ed'that  the  re&rid€«ice  of  th^  p^yee  attacibed  to  ittlielawmer-* 
chant  of  his  state  with  reg&M  tb  grace,  when  no  place  of  payment' 
is  expressed  in  the  note:  I-  haVe  beeii  informed  that  the  coritrary 
bf  this  was  decided  by  this  court  on  the  circuit  a  year  ago. 

3^^  T^his  case  miist  be  decided  upon  the  hw  either  of  Vermont^ 
6t  Massachusettis,  in  neither  of  whicfh  is  the  laW  merchant  of  Eng^~ 
Iknd  exactly  adopted.  Judge  Stoiy,  in  his  Commentary,  on  pa^' 
2^,  lays  down  a  general  rule  with  i-egard  to  the  allowance  of  a' 
time  of  payment  beyond  th^  day  ^ed  in  negotiable  instruments: 
He  says,  "This  period  of  indulgence  is  commonly  called  the  days 
of  grace;-  as  to  which,  the  rlile  is,  that' the  usage  of  the  place,  on' 
which  "a  bill  is  drawn,  and  where  payment  of  a  bill  or  note  is  tb  be' 
ihade,'^govenis  as  to  the  numberof  the  days  of  grace  tb  be  allowed 
th^^reon;"  In  this  rule  h^  clearly  refers  to  a  case  where  the  resi-' 
derice  of  the  drawee  is,  the  place  where  payrtierit*  is  tb  be  madel. 

Oil  page  !2d8,  he  takes  the  rule  from  Chitlydri  Bills,  S06^7i-«:' 
**By  the  Cbmliion  law  the  pttKest  raust'be  riiade"  where  the  bilj  iy=^ 
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f^^kie,    9ut  the  naem^j  of  iem^  and  pMM  must  lie  gov*    ^*^^ 
erqed  by  the  law  of  the  place  where  the  contract  is  made/'     How       isss!^' 


^Ty  then,  are  these  niles  ^pplieable  to  the  present  ejHe  ?    Thi«      ^^*'*^ 
contract  was  oiade  partly  ki  lilassachiisens  and  partly  H)  Vermont,      Mm. 
IBdson  may  olakn  ^i)at  a  deroand,  if  made  at  all,  sfaoold  be  made 
on  bim  here  by  this  oomQfHxi  law  adopted  here ;  but  be  bss  qq 
claim  for  three  days  of  grace  by  any  law  of  this  state. 

But  fais  counsel  ba^e  argu^i  and  will  again' peliiepSi  that  he 
plaims  tb^  benefit  of  ibe  coptraet^s  being  executed  by  Daman  in 
Afassaebusetu, 

Here  we  may  well  urge,  that  to  take  the^ase  out  of  the  laws 
of  Vermont,  and  bring  it  within  the  laws  of  Massachusetts,  it  must 
be  wholly  executed  in  the  latter  state* 

But  passing  over  thb  for  the  present,  what  is  the  law  of  Massa- 
chusetts upon  the  subject  of  grace  ?  Not  this  eopiiiion  l^w,  but  the 
law  peculiar  to  that  state.  In  Jotter  vs.  Faltt^  4  Mass.  R.  845, 
the  court  state  what  the  law  of  that  state  is.  On  page  S51,  Judge 
Parsons  says,  <'  By  the  law  of  thb  state,  a  note  is  not  entitled  lo 
grace  unless  it  is  expressly  made  payable  with  grace."  Such  is 
the  law  there  still,  except  in  the  particular  cases  mentioned  in  the 
statute  of  1825,  which  the  defendant  produces.  Those  cases  are 
these  ;  BUb  of  exehange,  negocinbh  notes j  order$  and  drafiij 
made  after  the  first  day  of  June  then  next^  and  erpr^ssly  to  be 
payable  at  sight,  or  at  a  future  dfff  certain  within  said  Comwum^ 
wealth.  On  these  the  statute  allows  grace,  unless  there  be  ^  cpq^ 
trary  stipulation.  The  place  of  payment,  always  materia),  is  ein!- 
phatically  so  in  this  statute.  The  place  where  payable  is  so  im- 
portant in  a  bill  or  note,  that,  when  the  same  is  expressed  in  the 
bill  or  note,  and  omitted  in  the  declaration,  it  forms  a  fatal  vari« 
aoce.  It  was  so  decided  by  the  supreme  court  of  the  U.  States.-^ 
See  Sebre  et  al.  vs.  Don,  9  Wheat.  558--^  Cond.  R.  on  p.  680. 

The  note  in  question  was  not  expressly  made  payable  in  that 
slate.  There  is  no  expression  in  the  note  about  the  place  of  pay- 
ment. Whether  the  implication  of  law,  or  any  understanding  or 
agreement  of  the  parties,  not  contained  in  the  note,  would  fix  the 
place  of  payment  in  Massachusetts,  where  one  of  the  signers  livedo 
or  in  New-Hampsbire  where  the  plaintiff  lived,  in  either  case  the 
statute  cannot  affect  the  time  of  payment  of  the  note ;  because  that 
statute  anly  embraces  those  bills  of  exchange,  negociable  notes, 
&c.  which  are  madp  in  that  state,  and  expressly  made  payable 
there.  All  other  instruments,  and  all  bills,  be.  of  any  other  de- 
scription, are  governed  by  the  law  as  it  stood  before  that  statute 
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passed  l  that  is,  there  is  no  grace»  unless  it  is  secured  by  a  stipula- 
tion in  the  instrument  itself. 

Creditors  have  their  rights  as  well  as  debtors.  The  rights  of 
creditors  to  have  their  pay  aocording  to  the  terms  of  their  written 
contract,  cannot  be  defeated^  by  any  custom,  usage  or  law  in  the 
debtor's  favor,  unless  be  brings  himself  fully  within  that  custom, 
usage  or  law. 

We  say  nothing  about  a  point  made  last  year,  in  reference  to 
the  right  to  sue  on  the  last  of  the  days  of  grace,  not  because  we 
think  the  case  then  cited,  of  Lefiley  vs.  Jtft/b,  in  4  Term  Rep.  al- 
lowing a  tender  of  payment  at  eight  o'clock  in  the  evening,  is  val- 
id to  overturn  all  other  authorities  on  the  subject ;  but  because  we 
find  the  service  of  the  writ  was  made  in  the  morning  of  the  20th 


On  the  whole,  we  conclude  it  manifest,  first,  that  the  plaintiff's 
right  of  action  was  perfect,  by  the  terms  of  the  note,  before  his  ac- 
tion was  Itottght — secondly,  that  the  defendant  has  established  no 
such  right  to  his  three  days  of  grace,  as  can  defeat  the  plaintiff's' 
right.  As  to  him,  the  note  was  not  executed  in  Massachusetts. 
As  an  intirety,  the  note  was  but  partiaUy  executed  in  Massachu- 
setts i  If  it  were  wholly  executed  there,  it  not  being  expressly  pay- 
able there,  nor  expressly  payable  with  grace,  the  defendant  is  en- 
titled to  no  graee^ 

Argument  for  defendaht. — ^The  note  is  expressed  to  be  paid  id 
fifteen  days  from  date,  which  in  terms  excludes  the  day  of  date 
from  the  fifteen ;  and  if  it  were  not  so  in  terms,  the  law  merchant 
would  have  the  same  effect  upon  the  contract. 

The  note  does  not  refer  to  any  place  of  payment,  and  of  course 
is  payable  where  made,  or  to  the  plaintiff  in  New-Hampshire.— 
So  that  whether  governed  by  die  lex  loci  where  made  or  where 
payaible,  it  is  the  same  thin^. 

In  the  case  of  Orimshato  vs.  Bender  ei  al.  (6  Mass.  R.  157,) 
where  a  bill  of  exchange  was  drawn  by  plaintiff,  a  merchant  in 
Manchester,  England,  in  his  own  £ivor  or  defendants',  a  house  in 
Boston,  and  accepted  By  one  of  the  defendants,  to  bie  paid  in  Lion- 
dbn',  it  W9B3  dedded  that  the  bill  was  a  foreign  bill  of  exchange,  and 
subject  to  be  paid  according  to  the  law  merchant,  as  understood  in 
Massachusetts;  and  because,  from  the  terms  of  the  contract,  the 
plaintiff  must  seek  his  remedy  in  case  the  bill  was  dishonored  in  the 
country  where  the  acceptors  had  their  doniicil. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  that  Daman,  the  other  signer  of  the  note, 
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would  be  entitled  to  the  usual  days  of  grace ;  and  it  must  be  suppo* 
sed   that  the    signer,  though  he  signed  at  a  difierent  place  and 
time,  merely  as  a  warrantor  for  the  p«r)inent  by  0aman,  and  hav-' 
ing  thereby  subjected  himself  to  all  the  liabilities  of  Daman>  is  also 
entitled  to  all  the  indulgencies  which  he  could  claim. 

Again :  It  cannot  be  admitted  that  where  there  ai^  two  signers 
of  a  note,  that  one  is  liable  to  be  siied  sooner  than  the  other,  or  li- 
able to  a  different  rule  of  damages.-^Edson  places  himself  in  the 
sfaoes  of  Daman,  and  thereby  subjects  hiRiself  to  all  Kis  liabilities, 
and  acquires  a  right  to  all  his  privilege  tkrisiiig  from  the  traAsactloA. 

Were  it  otherwise,  and  both  had  been  sued  under  the  same  juris- 
diction, plaintiff  might  recover  against  one,  but  could  not  against  the 
other ;  that  is,  if  both  had  been  sued  here,  Daman  would  hftve  been 
entitled  to  days  of  grace,  and  so  the  note  as  to  him  would  have  been 
sued  before  it  was  due ;  and  as  to  him,  therefore,  no  recovery  would 
be  had :  but  Eklson,  not  being  entitled  to  gr&ce,  plaintiff  might  have 
had  judgment  against  him,  and  this  on  a  joint  note ;  and  if  both  had 
been  within  the  jurisdrclion  of  the  co;j:rt,  plaintiff  must  have  sued 
both  ;  for  the  action  would  not  lie  against  one,  and  yet  plaintiff 
could  recover  against  one  only. 

This  case  furnishes  an  illustration  of  the  foregoing  remarks.  The 
declaration  counts  against  both  Daman  and  Edson,  and  Edson  is 
made  separately  liable,  if  at  all,  under  the  statute ;  because  there  is^ 
a  nonest  inventus  returned  against  Daman. 

The  law  supposes  that  every  contract  is  made  at  some  place,  and 
is  to  be  performed  at  some  place.  This  must  necessarily  be  so ; 
because  all  contracts  must  be  expounded  by  the  laws  of  some  place. 

When  the  contract  does  not  in  terras  specify  the  place  of  per- 
formance, the  court  attempts  fo  d^ertain  from  *e  instrument  itself 
the  intent  of  the  parlies  as  to  the  place  of  performance. 

The  lea!  loci  where  the  contract  is  made,  must  generally  be  the 
rule  by  which  the  contract  is  to  be  construed  .  But  where  the 
parties  made  the  contract  in  one  place,  with  a  view  to  the  per- 
formance of  it  in  another  place,  the  lex  loci  of  the  latter  place 
must,  in  most  respects,  govern  the  court  in  enforcing  it. — 
Where,  by  the  laws  of  a  state  in  which  a  contract  is  made,  though 
it  be  negiciable,  may  be  discharged  by  payment  to  the  payee  after 
it  is  endorsed,  it  cannot  be  enforced  by  the  endorsee.— 4  Cow. 
511,  m.—Hull  vs.  Blake,  13  Mass.  155-6-7. 

So  the  interest  or  damages  are  to  be  governed  by  the  lex  loci 
contractxu.—S.  C.  IT  John.  511—12  Mass.  4. 

We  do  not  find  many  decisiotis  reported  in  this  state. 

42 
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The  case  o(  RipUsy  vs.  Gree.nleaf(2  Vt.  R.  127-33)  is  either 
reported  wrong,  or  the  decision  was  wrong.  It  does  not  appear 
where  the  note  was  made,  or  where  payable.  But  the  decision  is, 
that  as  the  maker  resided  in  the  state  of  New- York,  and  payment 
was  there  demanded,  where  the  days  of  grace  are  allowed,  it  is 
therefore  correct  to  adopt  the  same  rule  here  in  a  case  where  the 
demand  was  made  in  that  state. 

It  is  insisted  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  that  the  maker  of  a 
promissory  note,  and  probably  the  endorser  also,  is  entitled  to  the 
whole  of  the  day  on  which  it  falls  due,  to  raise  and  pay  the  money, 
and  cannot  be  sued  till  that  day  has  expired. 

But  it  is  sufficient  for  us  in  this  case,  if  the  maker  is  entitled  to 
the  whole  day. 

We  are  fully  aware  of  those  cases  in  which  it  is  decided  that 
the  drawer  of  a  foreign  bill  of  exchange  is  liable  in  case  of  non-ac- 
ceptance before  the  bill  comes  to  maturity.  This  is  according  to 
the  law  merchant,  because  it  was  purchased  on  the  condition  that 
the  bill  shall  be  accepted  when  presented,  as  well  as  paid  when 
due.— 3  East.  481. 

But  it  is  otherwise  with  inland  bills  of  exchange,  and  we  contend 
also  as  to  the  promissory  notes,  especially  as  between  the  maker 
and  the  payee. — Swift's  Ev.  320. 

Inland  bills  of  exchange  may  be  presented  on  the  last  day  of 
payment,  and  protested,  and  notice  given  the  next,  which  will  be 
sufficient  to  hold  the  diawer ;  and  we  think  the  same  due  lime  ap- 
plies to  promissory  notes. 

The  endorser  of  a  foreign  bill  of  exchange,  places  himself  in 
the  situation  of  the  drawer,^ — every  endorsement  being  regarded  as 
a  new  bill  drawn  by  the  endorser. — 3  East.  481. 

But  the  acceptor  of  an  inland  bill  of  exchange  has  the  whole  of 
the  third  day  of  grace,  and  cannot  be  sued  till  the  next  day.— 4 

T.  R.  no. 

In  Leftley  vs.  Millsy  it  was  decided  that  the  acceptor  of  an  in- 
land bill  of  exchange  had  the  entire  day  of  the  last  day  of  grace  to 
pay  the  money  in,  and  that  a  tender  made  at  eight  o'clock  in  the 
evening  was  good,  and  would  exonerate  the  acceptor  from  cost. 

The  case  of  Jones  vs.  Faks  (4  Mass.  245-51)  was  an  action  by 
the  endorsee  against  the  endorser.  Notice  was  given  on  the  last 
day  of  grace:  the  notes  being  payable  with  grace.  Parsons,  who 
gave  the  opinion  of  the  court,  is  made  to  say,  "  Consequently  the 
note  is  not  due  till  the  expiration  of  the  time  of  grace,  which  b 
three  days.    I  must  therefore  infer  that  the  endorser  is  nqt  hoHen 
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upon  bis  endorsement  of  the  notes  without  his  assent,  because  the 
condition  on  which  he  agreed  to  pay  was  not  performed." 

That  the  endorsee  did  not  allow  the  maker  the  whole  three  days 
of  grace,  before  he  gave  notice  to  tlie  endorsor  of  non-payment. 

In  Morgan  vs.  Cuyler,  (8  Cow,  R.  203,)  the  three  days  of 
grace  are  allowable  between  the  maker  and  the  holder  of  a  promis- 
sory note,  and  when  the  notes  were  declared  on  in  one  court,  on 
one  of  which  the  three  days  of  grace  had  not  expired  when  the 
suit  bad  commenced,  defendant  was  allowed  to  show  this  on  the 
trial  of  the  general  issue,  and  plaintiff  could  not  recovex  on  that  note. 
The  case  ol  Sianton  et  aL  vs.  Blossom  ei  aL  (14  Mass.  116)  is 
supposed  to  be  relied  on  by  the  plaintiff.    This  was  an  action  in  fa- 
vor of  the  assignees  of  the  drawees  against  the  drawers  of  a  bill  of 
exchange,  for  non-acceptance  of  the  bill ;  and  the  case  turned  en*- 
tirely'on  tlie  question  of  notice  of  the  non-acceptance.'^The  draw- 
ees refused  to  accept  because  they  had  been  served  with  a  irusiee 
process.     The  payee  of  the  bill  supposing,  probably,  that  this  was 
evidence  of  there  being  no  funds  in  the  hands  of  the  drawees,  gave 
no  notice  to  the  drawers  before  suit.    But  the  drawees  had  written 
to  the  drawers  that  they  had  refused  acceptance,  and  assigning  the 
reason.     It  was  decided  that  defendants  were  entitled  to  notice,  and 
that  the  letter  written  by  the  drawees  was  not  sufficient. 

The  NtW'Evgland  Bank  vs.  Lewis  tt  al.  (2  Pick.  125)  also 
relied  on  by  the  defendant,  was  an  action  by  the  endorsee  against 
the  endorsor  of  a  promissory  note.  The  writ  was  served  on  the  day 
when  the  note  became  due,  and  before  notice  was  given  to  the  en- 
dorsor, which  was  however  given  on  the  same  day  by  a  notary  pub- 
lic ;  auddecirled  the  aciicni  was  prematurely  brought.  The  case 
turned  entirely  on  tlie  question  of  notice,  and  nothing  is  said  wheth- 
er the  endorsor  would  have  been  liable  to  be  sued  on  the  same  day 
had  notice  been  previously  given. 

The  case  of  Shedd  vs.  Brett  (1  Pick.  401)  is  also  an  action  by 
the  endorsee  of  a  promissory  note  against  the  endorsor.  It  is  in 
that  case  decided,  ihat  on  the  refusal  of  the  promisor  on  the  day  of 
payment,  notice  n)ay  be  given  on  the  same  day. — The  writ  was 
dated  the  same  day,  but  served  the  next  day,  in  North-Bridgewa- 
ter,  after  the  arrival  of  the  mail.  The  case  turned  entirely  upon 
the  question  of  notice,  whether  it  can  be  issued  on  the  day  of  pay- 
ment after  the  refusal  to  pay  by  the  maker,  and  whether  putting 
notice  into  the  post- office  was  sufficient ;  and  it  was  decided  that 
the  notice  was  regular.    But  it  is  not  said  that  the  writ  might  have 
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been  served  the  s^me  da/i  nor  that  a  suit  commenced  against  the 
maker  on  that  day  could  have  been  sustained. 

The  present  is  an  action  directly  between  the  original  parties  to 
the  note ;  and  no  case  is  found,  where  in  such  case,  an  action  has 
-been  commenced  and  sustained  on  the  day  on  which  the  note  fell 
due.  And  the  case  stands  on  the  same  principle  as  a  suit  on  any 
other  note  payable  in  cash. 

ir,  therefore,  the  court  is  prepared  to  decide,  t  hat  ip  no  case  the 
maker  of  a  cash  note  is  entitled  to  the  entire  day  of  payment,  to 
make  out  and  pay  the  money  before  becoming  liable  to  a  suit,  the 
.decision  will  be  against  us. 

This,  however,  we  think  will  be  introducing  law  new  in  our  courts, 
and  certainly  new  to  the  profession  in  this  state.  And  we  appeal  to 
the  court  with  confidence,  to  say  whether  the  law  has  not  been  uni- 
versally construed  and  practised  upon  in  this  state,  as  it  is  now 
contended  for  by  the  defendant. 

Should  it  be  said,  that  in  order  to  aid  the  plaintiff,  (if  indeed  it 
would,  aid  him,)  the  court  must  intend  that  the  writ  was  sued  io 
some  of  the  last  hours  of  the  day,  it  is  answered,  that  the  court  can 
intend  nothing  which,  if  true,  the  plaintiff  might  easily  have  stated 
and  proved  at  the  trial,  in  order  to  support  a  verdict ;  but  here  the 
verdict  wps  for  the  defendant,  and  if  any  presumption  can  arise,  it 
will  be,  that  it  was  proved  at  the  trial,  that  the  writ  was  served  in 
vthe  early  part  of  the  day,  and  so  the  case  seems  to  understand  it; 
for  the  question  is  placed  on  the  mere  question  whether  the  defen^ 
dant  is,  in  this  case,  entitled  to  days  of  grace,  under  the  circumstan- 
ces proved  at  the  trial,  and  states  in  the  case  in  which  no  question 
is  made  or  reserved  as  to  the  part  of  the  day  in  which  the  writ  was 
served. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

CoLLAMER,  J. — The  obligation  of  iiL  contract — the  duties  it  im- 
plies, and  the  manner  in  which  it  is  to  be  per/ormedy  are  fully  ac- 
knowledged to  be  regulated  by  the  lex  loci  contractm;  while  the 
manner  of  enforcing  the  remedy,  in  case  of  breach,  constitutes  no 
part  of  the  contract,  and  is  regulat?d  by  the  lex  loci  fori.  This  is 
a  distinction  apparently  clear,  but  frequently  difficult  of  practical 
application. 

That  days  of  grace  are  ^  part  of  the  contract — a  part  of  its  ob- 
ligations fmd  privileges,  J^nd  therefore  to  be  regulated  by  the  lea. 
loci  contractus,  has  been  decided,  and  does  not  seem  to  be  now 
much  controverted.—Story  on  Conflict  of  L4aws,  299. 
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This  is  regulated  by  the  law  of  the  place  where  the  instrun;ieat    Wwiwoa, 
15  payable.     In  this  case,  the  contract  was  made  in  Massachusetts,       \S^* 
and  there  the  consideration  passed ;   but  ^be  payee  belonged  to      Bryftot 
New-Hampshire.    It  has  sometimes  been  suggested  that  this  va-      Ed^oo. 
ries  the  case ;  but  the  law  makes  no  distinction  on  that  account. — 
«« Every  contract,  whether  made  between  foreigners,  or  bet>^?en 
foreigners  and  citizens,  is  deemed  to  be  governed  by  the  law  of  the 
place  i^ere  it  is  made  and  is  to  be  executed." — Story  C.  L* 
233. 

After  this  contract  was  made  in  Massachusetts,  it  was  brought 
to  Vermont,  and  here  the  defendant,  Edson,  underwrote  it.— 
Where,  under  these  circumstances^  is  it  to  be  considered  as  hav- 
ing been  made  ?  It  was  made  in  Massachusetts ; — ^there  the  con- 
sideration passed— there  it  bears  date — there  it  was  delivered  to 
the  plaintiff,  and  it  was  afterwards  signed  by  Edsop  here.  There 
cannot  be  different  obligations  on  the  two  signers ;  and  as  the 
place  of  date  was  not  colorable,^  this  defendant  executed  the  con- 
iract  with  reference  to  the  law  of  the  place  where  the  transaction 
actually  took  place,  and  where  the  note  bore  date.  Suppose  a 
note  was  actually  made  in  New-York,  for  money  there  had,  and 
afterwards  that  note  were  underwritten  by  a  surely  here :  Most 
unijuestionably  either  of  those  signers  would  be  subject  to  the  pay- 
ment of  seven  per  cent,  interest.  This  then  must  be  considered  a 
contract  made  in  Massachusetts. 

But,  as  already  shown,  the  days  of  grace  are  regulated  general- 
ly by  the  place  ot payment.  This  note  has  in  it  expressly  no  place 
of  payment.  It  is  a  promise  to  pay,  generally.  By  what  law  are 
such  contracts  governed  ?  Where  are  they  considered  payable  ?  It 
has  already  been  shown  the  residence  of  the  parties  does  not  gov- 
ern it. 

"  A  contract  to  pay  generally  is  governed  by  the  law  of  the 
place  where  it  is  made  ;  for  the  debt  is  payable  there  as  well  as 
in  any  other  place.  To  bring  a  contract  within  the  general  rule 
of  the  lex  lociy  it  is  not  necessary  that  it  should  be  payable  exclu- 
sively in  the  place  of  its  origin.  If  payable  every  where,  then  it 
is  governed  by  the  law  of  the  place  where  it  is  made ;  for  the  plain 
reason  that  it  cannot  be  said  to  have  the  law  of  any  other  place  in 
contemplation  to  govern  its  validity,  obligation  or  interpretation. 
All  debts  between  the  original  parties  are  payable  every  where , 
unless  some  special  provision  to  the  contrary  is  made ;  and  there- 
fore the  rule  is,  that  debts  have  no  situs.     The  holder  takes  the 
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contract  as  it  was  onginally  made,  and  as  in  the  place  where  it  was 
,  made."— Story  C.  L.  264. 

This  note  must  then  be  governed  by  the  law  of  Massachusetts, 
where  it  was  made.  And  this  brings  us  to  the  single  question,  is 
grace  allowed  on  such  a  note  by  the  law  of  Massachusetts  ? 

It  is  insisted  by  the  plaintiff's  counsel,  that  in  order  to  have 
grace,  the  note  must,  upon  its  face,  expressly  foe  payable  in  Mas- 
sachusetts. This  argument  arises  wholly  from  a  mistaken  reading 
of  the  Massachusetts  statute,  in  the  argument  for  the  plaintiff. — 
The  plaintiff's  counsel  quote  the  statute  as  if  bills,  notes,  drafts, 
be.  wer^  all  put  on  the  same  footing ;  but  this  is  not  so.  The  first 
clause  of  the  statute,  and  in  which  alone  the  word  expressed  is  used, 
relates  exclusively  to  bills  of  exchange,  Tlie  latter  clause  of  the 
statute  relating  to  negotiable  notes,  orders  or  drafts,  gives  grace  on 
all  payable  on  a  future  day  certain,  within  the  state.  This  includes 
all,  whether  expressly  or  exclusively  payable  there,  or  by  being  ac- 
tually made  there  and  payable  on  time,  generally,  are  by  the  gen- 
eral law  payable  where  made,  as  already  shown ;  and  so  includes 
this  note.  We  have  been  favored  with  no  decision  by  the  courts 
in  Massachusetts  on  this  statute ;  but  we  entertain  no  doubt  sur.b 
is  its  practical  construction,  and  that  grace  is  there  constantly  al- 
lowed on  such  notes. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

T.  Hutchinson  for  plaintiff . 

Marsh  8f  Williams  for  defendant. 


„,  DfcixTER  Pierce  vs.  Samuel  Chipman. 

^I^ST^'/  ^^^'®  peraonal  property,  when  lold  w  in  the  poeseesion  of  a  third  person,  and 
that  person  is  fully  informed,  both  by  the  vendor  and  vendee  of  the  property 
being  sold,  this  is  a  sufficient  change  of  possession  to  protect  it  from  the 
creditors  of  the  vendor.' 


^ 


This  was  an  action  of  trespass,  for  taking  a  certaifi  heifer, 
brought  by  appeal  to  the  county  court. — Plea,  the  general  issue,  to 
the  court. 

On  the  trial  the  following  facts  appeared.  Artemas  M.  Pierce 
was  the  owner  of  this  heifer.  On  the  fiist  of  January  1835,  he 
put  her  to  one  Aldrich,  to  be  kept  and  fed  out  the  winter  and  un- 
til grass.  On  tiie  first  day  of  April,  he  and  the  plaintiff  conferred 
on  a    purchase  of  the  heifer,  and  on  the  eleventh  the  contract  was 
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coDcludedy  and  the  plaintiff  gave  his  note  for  twelve  dollars  f<»r  her.    ^^^^ 

The  said  Artenias  wrote  and  sent  by  his  son  to  Aldrich  the  follow- 1836. 

ing  note.  ^^^1^^ 

«  Mr.  Aldrich,  I  have  sold  ray  teifer  to  Dexter  Pierce.    I  will    Chipmaiu 
however  pay  you  for  wintering  her  out,  as  that  is  our  bargain. 

Respectfully  yours, 

A.  M.  PIERCE." 

Which  was  delivered  to  Aldrich  by  the  boy,  and  the  plaintiff 
called  on  Aldrich  and  went  with  him  to  the  bam  to  look  at  the 
heifer  saying,  he  had  bought  her.  Eight  days  after  this,  the  de- 
fendant, a  deputy  sheriff,  called  at  Aldrich's,  with  a  writ  of  at- 
tachment against  said  Artemas  M.  Pierce  and  took  away  said  hei- 
fer thereon.  In  the  course  of  the  trial  the  defendant  offered  in 
evidence,  a  copy  of  said  writ,  which  was  objected  to  by  the  plain- 
tiff on  the  ground  that  the  same  was  not  admissible  on  the  general 
issue ;  but  the  same  was  admitted.  I'he  court  decided,  that  there 
was  a  sufficient  change  of  possession,  of  said  heifer,  and  rendered 
judgment  for  the  plaintiff.    To  which  the  defendant  excepted. 

T.  Hutchinson  for  deftndant. — 1.  The  defendant  contends, 
that  no  special  plea  or  notice  was  necessary,  in  order  to  entitle  the 
defendant  to  prove  bis  process.  He  was  not  guilty  of  a  trespass 
in  taking  the  property  of  the  debtor,  Artemas  M.  Pierce,  and  sure- 
ly not,  if  the  taking  \^as  from  the  actual  or  constructive  posses- 
sion of  said  debtor  in  said  writ.  There  could  be  no  trespass  upon 
the  plaintiff,  unless  the  taking  was  from  his  possession. 

2.  Thelieifer  was  the  property  of  said  Artemas^  and  liable  to  the 
attachments  of  his  creditors.  The  possession  was  in  no  sense 
changed,  after  the  pretended  sale  to  the  plaintiff.  The  heifer  was 
in  the  keeping  of  Aldrich  for  said  Artemas*^  from  January  to 
April,  under  a  contract  between  them  for  her  to  be  wintered  out, 
at  the  expense  of  said  Artemas. 

The  plaintiff  went  to  Aldrich,  delivered  the  letter  dated  March 
10th,  went  to  the  "barn,  saw  the  heifer,  said  h3  had  bought  her; 
and  nothing  more  was  done  till  the  attachment  by  the  defendant. 

Thus  we  contend,  that  there  was  no  such  delivery  as  to  ren- 
der the  sale  complete  as  against  creditors,  and  there  was  no  agree- 
ment, nor  even  a  request  for  Aldrich  to  become  the  keeper  of  the 
heifer  for  the  plaintiff.  He  was  keeping  her  for  said  Artemas  when 
she  was  taken  by  the  defendant,  on  said  writ.  All  this  amounted 
to  no  more  than  a  contract  of  sale,  and  the  delivery  to  be  made 
when  the  heifer  was  wintered  out. — 1  Aik.  R.  116,  DurJcee  vs. 
Mahony. — Do.  158,  Boardman  vs.  Keeleret  aL — Do.  162,  Moti 
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VS.  McNettL — 2  Vt.  R.  5S5,  Spalding  vs.  Austin.  Hall  express- 
ly agreed  to  keep  the  chaise  for  the  new  owner.  So  in  same  vol., 
p.  374,  Barney  vs.  Brown. 

Ctosson  for  the  plaintiff . — ^The  only  question  is,  was  there  a 
sufficient  delivery  to  pass  the  property  to  the  plaintiff?  We  would 
not  contend  against  the  principle,  that  to  make  a  sale  valid  as 
against  creditors,  there  must  be  a  change  of  possession,  which  of 
course  implies  that  vendor  was  in  possession  at  the  time  of  sale. 

It  is  necessary  to  keep  in  view  the  reason  upon  which  a  train  of 
decisions  is  had,  and  occasionally  to  revert  back  to  first  principles, 
lest  we  depart  from  those  reasons.  These  reasons  were,  that 
as  possession  was  the  best  evidence  of  ownership  of  personal  prop- 
erty, it  would  he  a  fraud  upon  the  public,  for  a  man  to  retain  the 
possession  and  exercise  all  the  usual  acts  of  owner»hip  after  sale. 
It  might  enable  him  to  get  a  false  credit,  perhaps  upon  the  strength 
of  the  very  chattel  itself.  Heice  the  rule  and  the  reason  of  it. 
Such  possession  in  some  of  the  states  is  only  presumptive  evidence 
of  fraud,  while  in  ours  it  is  a  circumstance  per  $e  of  fraud. 

In  all  cases  which  have  been  declared  void  l)y  this  court  for 
want  of  change  of  possession,  there  continued  some  kind  of  pos- 
session in  the  vendor.     See  Weelcs  vs.  Weed^  2  Aik.  64. — Also, 
Moore  vs.  Kelleyy  5  Vt.  R.  34.     In  the  latter  case,  the  court  say, 
**  Tliere  is  no  intimation  that  any  person  whatever  knew  of  the 
sale,  or  had  reason  to  suspect  it  except  the  vendor  and  purchaser." 
In  all  cases  both  English  and  American,  where  such  sales  have 
been  declared  void,  some  kind  of  possession  remained  in  vendor. 
The  case  of  Barney  vs.  Brouny  did  not  fall  within  the  nile. — 2 
Vt.  R.  377. — See  also,  2  Vt.   R.  555,  Spalding  vs.  Austin. 
That  case  varies  from  this  only  in  one  immaterial  particular.     In 
that  case  the  sheep  when  sold  were  in  the  hands  of  the  agister  who 
had  notice  and  agreed  to  keep,  &c.,  tiie  purchaser  to  pay  for  keep- 
ing.   But  no  stress  was  laid  on  that.    The  purchaser's  agreeing  to 
keep  the  sheep  is  the  only  circumstance  which  tends  to  vary  that 
from  the  present.     And  that  cannot  vary  the  case  in  a  legal  point 
of  view.     We  have  before  seen   that  the  cases  have  been  decided 
upon  the  principle  of  vendor's  retaining  some  kind  of  possession, 
and  the  collusive  credit  he  may  get  in  consequence  thereof.     Now'- 
what  difference  can  it  make  so  far  as  the  public  are  concerned  ? — 
The  vbible  effects  are  the  same ;  and  these  visible  effects  are  tbe 
turning  points  upon  which  the  whole  system  is  founded.     The 
heifer  was  out  to  keep  for  the  season, — so  were  the  sheep  in  Bar- 
ney vs.  Brovm,  above  quoted. 
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The  law  would  imply  just  such  liability  on  the   present  plaintiff    WtNDaoa. 
to  pay  for  the  keeping,  as  the  express  agreement  did  on  the  pur-       'isse?* 
chaser  of  the  sheep,  Aldrich  being  bailee  of  the  plaintiff,  and  not      ^^^ 
of  A.  M.  Pierce.     Consequently,  the  legal  relation  between  all     Chipman. 
these  parties  is  the  same.     Notice  of  the  sale  to  Aldrich  was  do" 
tice  to  all  the  world.     The  heifer's  being  out  of  vendor's   posses- 
sion and  in  another's,  should  necessarily  put  creditors  and  subse- 
quent purchasers  on  the  inquiry,  which  if  they  made,  they  might 
get  the  true  information. 

There  is  no  pretence  of  any  fraud  in  fact ;  none  of  the  insolven- 
cy of  A.  M.  Pierce,  between  whom  and  plaintiff,  it  was  no  ordina- 
ry business  transaction.  To  invalidate  this  sale,  (he  court  are  re- 
quired to  go  far  beyond  the  established  rule,  which  has  already 
been  extended  to  its  utmost  stretch.  Thus  far  we  have  treated 
the  case  as  though  the  defendant  stood  before  the  court  as  an  offi- 
cer,  with  proper  authority  to  attach,  &c.  But^we  apprehend  no  au- 
thority can  be  produced,  nor  any  argument  be  satisfactory,  to  show 
loao  action  of  trespass,  defendant  can  be  allowed  to  give  in  evidence 
a  justiGcation  under  the  general  issue,  without  notice,  consequent- 
ly the  defendant  stands  in  (he  same  situation  as  any  other  stranger 
driving  off  another's  property  unwarrantably.  The  decision  of  the 
county  court,  however,  was  correct  in  the  result  and  we  hope  it 
will  be  sustained. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 
CoLLAMER,  J. — Somewhat  has  been  said  in  argument,  as  to  the 
propriety  of  the  court  below,  having  admitted  under  the  general 
issuoj  the  evidence  of  the  attachment  by  the  defendant.  The 
court  see  no  impropriety  therein,  but  in  truth  that  question  is  only 
presented  in  this  case.  That  was  decided  for  the  defendant,  yet 
the  judgment  was  against  him.  In  filing  exceptions  he  takes  no 
ex^seption  to  what  is  decided  in  bis  favor,  and  the  plaintiff  is  entire- 
ly content  with  the  judgment.  The  defendant  cannot  complain  of 
objections,  taken  b^  the  other  party,  which  were  not  sustained. 

The  question  entirely  relates  to  the  possession  of  this  heifer,  and 
whether  that  possession  passed  to  the  plaintiff  on  sale,  so  as  to  vest 
in  hiro  a  title  as  against  the  creditors  of  the  vendor. 

It  is  well  settled  law  in  this  state,  tliat  possession  must  accom- 
pany and  follow  the  sale  of  personal  property,  in  order  to  vest  the 
same  as  against  the  attaching  creditors  or  bona  fide  purchasers  of 
the  vendor,  or,  in  other  words,  that  the  actual  possession  and  ben- 
eficial use  of  the  property,  by  the  vendor  after  sale,  is  inconsislcn 

43 
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with  the  sale,  and  codgIus'ivg  evidence  against  it,  so  far  as  relates 
to  third  persons,  were  especially  attaching  creditors.  To  this,  a 
^  sheriff's  sale,  made  by  legal  authority,  is  an  exception.  Still  what 
constitutes  this  change  of  possession  must  be  a  question  which  \«  ill 
vary  with  circumstances.  In  the  case  Barney  vs.  Brovm^  6  Vt. 
374,  and  in  Spalding  vs.  Austin^  6  Vt.  R.  555,  it  was  holden 
that  if  the  property  when  sold  was  in  the  hands  of  a  third  person, 
and  he  vndertook  to  be  the  keeper  for  the  purchaser,  it  was  suffi- 
cient, though  no  visible  change  took  place.  In  Judd  fy  Harris  vs. 
Langdofiy  where  the  keeper  had  never  been  informed  by  the  pur- 
chaser, and  in  Moore  vs.  Kelky,  where  he  had  not  been  informed 
by  either  party,  and  the  possession  remained  with  the  keeper  after 
sale,  it  was  holden  that  no  sufficient  change  of  possession  took  place. 
A  middle  case  is  now  presented.  Here  the  heifer  was  in  the  keep- 
ing of  Aldrich  on  a  previous  contract  to  keep  out  the  winter,  and 
upon  Ihe  sale  he  was  fully  informed  thereof,  by  both  parties, — 
This  constitutes  a  new  case,  and  is  to  be  decided  by  analogy  and 
the  application  of  general  principles. 

Possession  is  a  strong  indication  of  ownership  of  property,  which 
the  law  constantly  recognizes  and  regards.     This,  especially  in  re- 
lation to  personal  property,  is  simple,  visible  and  easily  understood ; 
and  should  as  far  as  practicable  be  made  the  test  of  property  ;  and 
if  this  be  carried  back  and  connected  with  actual  previous  owner- 
ship we  regard  it  as  conclusive  for  third  persons. 
/      When  the  actual  possession  of  property  is  in  another  at  the  time 
^    of  sale,  such  sale  is  not  accompanied  with  ^nyimplied  warranty  of 
ownership  in  the  vendor  as  on  ordinary  sales.  This  is  on  the  ground 
that  the  purchaser  is  put  on  his  inquiry, and  that  on  such  inquiry  be 
has  been  informed  to  his  satisfaction,  or  could  require  a  warranty, 
in  fact.     If  real  estate  be  in  the  possession  of  a  third  person,  the 
purchaser  will  be  presumed  to  have  notice  of  any  unrecorded  deed 
he  may  have  thereto,  from  the  grantor.      This   is  on  the  same 
ground,  that  is,  that  he  is  put  on  enquiry  and  ascertained  the  fact. 
When  the  bailee  of  personal  property  is  fully  informed  of  the  sale 
thereof,  both  by  the  vendor  and  the  vendee,,  he  becomes  keeper 
i  for  the  true  owner  by  operation  of  law,  and  his  consent  is  inima- 
I   terial ;  and  if  the  vendor  has  no  further  use  or  beneBcial  interest 
f    in  the  property,  nothing  transpires  inconsistent  with  the  sale.     In 
ythe  case  Harman  et  ah  vs.  Anderson  et  aL,  2  Camp.  R.  243, 
>vhere  a  question  arose  as  to  change  of  possession  in  relation  to 
stoppage  in   transitu,  where  an  actual  possession  has  always  been 
holden  necessary  to  prevent  the  stoppage.     In  that  case  the  prop- 
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erty  was  in  the  possession  of  a  wharfinger  to  whom  notice  of  the    Wuid«o«, 
sale  was  given  by  a  delivery  of  the  sale  note,  but  he  made  no       iwcl^' 


\ 


transfer  in  his  books,  nor  accepted  the  delivery  of  said  note  or  en-  /  P*' 
tered  into  any  undertaking  with  the  purchaser.  In  that  case  Lord  /chijmiM. 
Ellenboro  says  : — "  After  the  note  was  delivered  to  the  wharfin-  \ 
ger,  they  were  bound  to  hold  the  goods  on  account  of  the  pur- 
chaser. The  delivery  note  was  sufficient  without  any  actual 
transfer  in  their  books.  From  thenceforth  they  became  the  agents 
of  the  vendee."  In  such  case  in  consistency  with  general  princi- 
ples, all  purchasers  and  attaching  creditors  are  put  upon  their  in- 
quiry and  may  arrive  at  truth  ;  and  all  danger  of  fraud  be  coun- 
teracted, so  far  as  possession  and  use  are  concerned,  though  noeiiP- 
hit  change  has  transpired.  It  is  on  this  ground  the  cases  Barney 
v?.  Brown  and  Spalding  vs.  Austin  are  decided.  There  no  ex- 
ternal, visible  change  of  possession  took  place  on  sale,  of  which 
third  persons  could  take  notice  ;  nor  did  the  fact^that  the  bailees  un- 
dertook to  keep  for  the  vendees,  render  the  change  any  more  ob- 
vious. But  the  property  was  in  a  third  person's  possession,  which 
would  put  all  creditors  and  purchasers  on  enquiry  and  result  in  fuU 
notit^e.  But  if  the  property  is  in  the  possession  of  a  third  "person 
under  such  circumstances,  that  on  inquiry  from  him  the  sale  would 
not  be  learned,  then  this  security  entirely  fails.  Therefore,  if 
the  keeper  be  not  informed  of  the  sale,  as  in  the  case  Moore  vs. 
Kelleyj  or  if  he  be  only  informed  by  the  vendor  who  may  have  giv- 
en him  a  wrong  account  from  sinister  motive,  and  whose  exparit 
account  was  entitled  to  no  credit,  as  in  the  case  of  Judd  et  ah  vs.  \ 

Langdon^  then  the  security  of  notice  which  the  law  requires  en-  1 

tirely  fails,  and  the  possession  cannot  be  considered  so  changed  as 
to  be  regarded  by  creditors.  In  this  case  th^  property  was  in  the 
possession  of  a  bailee,  and  this  puts  all  concerned  on  inquiry.  Ha 
was  fully  informed  of  the  sale  both  by  the  vendor  and  vendee  and 
so  became  keeper  for  the  vendee.  Thus  the  possession  was 
changed  with  the  sale,  and  creditors  and  purchasers  were  furnished 
with  legal  means  of  knowledge,  whether  the  bailee  entered  into 
any  express  undertaking  with  the  vendee  or  not. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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WiiiMo*,  Jonathan  Taylor  vs.  L.  F.  Gallup  and  J.  A.  Gallup. 

fUruaryt 
18M'  If  A  agree  with  B  to  pay  him  the  amoant  of  an  account  due  A  A^  B  jointly 

from  A  &  C,  |tho  sura  to  bo  ascertained  by  a  person  named,  and  to  bo  paid 
within  one  year  from  the  date  of  the  bond,  the  procuring  the  arbitrator  to 
state  the  sum  due,  before  the  expiration  of  the  year,  is  not  a  cu|||i^n  pre- 
cedent ;  and  if  the  sum  be  asceHained  before  suit  brought,  but  after  the  tc.-m 
of  payment  has  expired,  B  may  still  sustain  his  action. 

Conditions  precedent  must  appear  to  be  such  by  the  express  terms  of  the  con. 
tract,  or  by  necessary  implication,  or  they  win  be  held  independent  coTenanta. 

Tbis  was  an  action  or  debt  on  penal  bond  for  $4000,  with  the 
following  condition  annexed  : 

'<  The  condition  of  this  obligation  is  such,  that  whereas  it  is 
agreed  between  the  parties  that  the  said  Lewis  F.  Gallup  shall 
take  all  the  goods,  wares  and  merchandize  and  store-furniture  be- 
longing to  the  late  firm  of  Gallup  &  Taylor,  being  such  property, 
and  at  such  price  as  the  same  shall  be  ascertained  and  appraised  by 
Lyman  Mower  and  John  Bement,  and  after  deducting  the  capital 
invested  by  the  said  Lewis  F.  Gallup,  the  said  Lewis  F.  and  Jo- 
seph A.  Gallup  shall  execute  to  the  said  Taylor  their  joint  and  sev- 
eral promissory  note  for  the  balance,  payable  in  one  year  .with  in- 
terest. 

**  And  whereas  it  is  also  further  agreed  between  the  parties  that 
the  account  charged  in  the  company  books  to  Joseph  A.  Gallup, 
shall  be  settled  and  adjusted  by  the  said  Mower  and  Bement,  and 
the  balance  thereon  found  due  to  said  firm  shall  be  charged  by  said 
Mower  and  Bement  to  the  said  Lewis  F.  Gallup  in  his  account  on 
said  company  books  :  And  further,  that  the  said  account  of  said 
Lewis  F.  Gallup,  then  so  standing  on  said  company  books,  shall 
be.  settled  and  adjusted  by  the  said  Mower  and  Bement. 

"  And  whereas  it  is  also  further  agreed  between  the  parties  that 
in  case  the  amount  which  is  to  be  placed  in  the  hands  of  the  said 
Jonathan  Taylor,  for  the  payment  of  debts  due  from  the  firm  of 
Gallup  &  Taylor,  being  the  demands  due  to  said  Gallup  &  Tay- 
lor, and  other  property,  as  the  same  shall  be  ascertained  and  fully 
acljusted  by  the  said  Mower  and  Bement,  with  such  provisions  and 
allowances  as  they  may  make,  (a  full  and  complete  inventory  and 
account  whereof  shall  be  kept  by  them>)  after  deducting  therefrom 
the  capital  of  said  Tavlor,  shall  prove  insufficient  to  pay  said  comi* 
pany  debts,  the  said  Lewis  F.  Gallup  and  Joseph  A.  Gallup  shall 
pay  to  said  Taylor,  in  one  year  from  the  date  hereof,  the  aaiount 
of  such  deficiency,  and  also  his  equal  share  of  the  profits. 

^(  Provided  however,  That  they  shall  not  in  any  case  be  liable  to 
pay  said  Taylor  a  greater  sum  than  the  balance  of  said  Lewis  F. 
Gallup's  account,  with  interest. 

''But  if  the  approprialion  to  be  so  made  for  said  Taylor  for  the 
payment  of  said  company  debts  shall  be  suflicient  for  that  purpose, 
tbeg^the  said  Lewis  F-  Gallup  and  Joseph  A.  Galjup  shall  pay  to 
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said  Taylor  the  one  half  o(  the  balance  of  said  acoount,  so  to  be  ad*  Wwdsok, 
justed,  with  interest,  in  one  year,  as  and  for  his  share  of  the  prof*  ^feST^' 
its  of  said  concern.  — r^yioi — 

*'  Provided f  That  nothing  contained  in  the  condition  of  this  ob-         v*- 
ligation  shall  be  construed  to  discharge  the  said  Lewis  F.  Gallup      ^^'^p- 
from  his  obligation  to  contribute  bis  equal  share  to  the  payment  of 
said  company  debts,  should  the  appropriations  aforesaid,  and  the 
balance  of  his  account,  prove  insufficient  for  that  purpose. 

'*  And  whereas  it  is  further  agreed  that  should  any  question  arise 
relative  to  the  construction  of  this  instrument,  or  any  part  of  it,  or 
relative  to  the  amount  of  company  debts,  which  the  said  Taylor 
shall  pay;  or  relative  to  the  appropriations  thus  made;  or  relative 
to  the  amount  of  the  balance  of  said  account,  or  the  part  thereof 
to  be  paid  in  one  year;  all  such  questions  shall  be  subpiitted  to  the 
award  of  the  said  Mower  and  Bement,  or  the  survivor  of  them,  or, 
in  case  of  their  decease,  to  such  person  or  persons  as  may  be  nom- 
inated by  their  administrator  or  administrators,  and  such  arbitrator 
or  arbitrators  may  be  called  upon,  or  convened,  to  decide  any  such 
question  by  either  party  giving  the  other  three  days'  notice,  and  in 
case  of  the  non-attendance  of  such  party,  the  arbitration  may  pro- 
ceed ex-parity  unless  reasonable  excuse  for  the  absent  be  rendered 
to  the  satisfaction  of  said  arbitrator  or  arbitrators ;  and  the  decision 
of  such  arbitration,  in  any  matter  submitted  by  virtue  of  these  pres- 
ents, shall  be  final  and  conclusive  between  the  parties. 

"  Now  if  the  said  Lewis  F.  Gallup  and  Joseph  A.  Gallup  shall 
fully  keep  and  perform  all  and  every  part  of  the  agreements  above 
recited  on  their  part  to  be  kept  and  performed,  and  all  and  every 
part  of  the  conditions  aforesaid  on  their  part  to  be  performed,  then 
ibis  bond  shall  be  void^-otherwise  remain  in  full  force. 

«  LEWIS  F.  GALLUP,  (l.  s.) 
"JOS.  A.  GALLUP.    (L.S.) 

"Witnessed  by  Lthan  Moweb." 

The  defendants  crave  oyer  of  the  bond,  and  after  setting  out  the 
condition,  they  plead  performance  of  the  first  condition,  and  in  ex- 
cuse for  not  performing  the  two  subsequent  stipulations  in  the  con«- 
dition,  they  say  that 

The  plaintiff  did  not  procure  said  Mower  and  Bement  to  settle 
and  adjust  the  account  of  Lewis  F.  Gallup,  due  to  the  partnership, 
mthin  one  year  from  the  date  of  said  bond,  in  the  manner  set  forth 
in  said  instrument — relying  upon  this  as  a  condition  precedent,  to 
be  performed  by  plaintiff. 

The  plaintiff  replies  certain  matters  in  excuse  for  not  causing  the 
same  to  be  adjusted  within  one  year^  i.  e.,  that  one  of  the  defend- 
ants, by  bis  negligent  manner  of  keeping  the  book,  rendered  it  im- 
possible to  ascertain  the  amount  due  from  and  t£  the  firm,  within 
one  year ;  but  that  it  was  subsequently  done,  and  the  account  of 
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defendaots  also  adjusted,  and  this  before  the  commeDcement  of  the 
action.     To  which  defendants  demur,  and  plaintiff  joins. 

T.  tf  E.  Hutchinson  for  plaintiff, — There  seenis  to  be  no- 
thing in  the  pleadings  in  this  case,  on  which  the  defendants  can  light, 
to  get  rid  of  paying  this  debt,  unless  they  can  convince  the  court 
that  the  settling  the  accounts  in  question  by  Mower  and  Bement 
within  a  year  from  the  date  of  the  bond,  is  a  condition  precedent 
to  any  liability  of  the  defendants,  ever  to  pay  the  balance  due. 

It  should  be  borne  in  mind,  in  the  outset,  that  here  is  no  crea- 
tion of  any  new  debt  in  favor  of  plaintiff  against  defendants,  but  on- 
ly a  stipulation  about  ascertaining  the  amount  of  an  existing  debt, 
or,  rather,  two  existing  debts,  and  about  the  payment  of  such  amount, 
when  ascertained. 

It  appears  that  each  defendant  owed  the  plaintiff;  but  the  amount 
was  uncertain :  and  they  agreed  with  the  plaintiff  upon  two  men  to 
examine  the  accounts,  and  ascertain  the  sums  due,  and  put  them 
together  into  one  sum ;  and  the  defendants  became  jointly  holden 
for  the  payment  of  this  sum,  or,  rather,  they  became  surety  for  each 
other  for  the  payment  of  it. 

Now,  we  contend  that  the  plain,  well-settled  rule  of  giving  full 
effect  to  the  intention  of  the  parties,  should  govern  in  this  case. — 

In  6th  Term  Rep.,  Porter  vs.  Shephardy  on  page  668,  Lord 
Kenyon  is  represented  as  saying — "  It  has  frequently  been  said, 
that  conditions  are  to  be  construed  to  be  either  precedent  or  subse- 
quent, according  to  the  fair  intention  of  the  parties,  to  be  collected 
from  the  instrument ;  and  that  technical  words  (if  there  be  any  to 
encounter  that  intention)  should  give  way  to  that  intention." 

Again,  in  3d  John.  Rep.,  Jackson  vs.  Myersy  Cb.  J.  Kent's 
opinion  on  page  395  is,  ''  That  the  intent,  when  apparent,  and  not 
repugnant  to  law,  will  control  technical  terms ;  for  the  intent  and 
not  the  iDords  is  the  essence  of  every  agreement.  The  construc- 
tion must  be  upon  the  whole  instrument,  and  with  an  endeavor  to 
give  every  part  of  it  meaning  and  effect." 

The  same  principle  is  recognized  in  3d  Term  Rep.,  Pomeroy 
el  ah  vs.  ParJcingiun  et  ah^  in  the  opinion  of  the  court,  on  page 
675.  Likewise  in  2d  Cowper,  Goodtitlle  vs.  Bayley,  a  part  of 
Lord  Mansfield's  opinion,  on  page  600. 

Pursuant  to  these  principles,  the  contract  in  question  should  be 
construed  as  if  the  wording,  as  to  the  time  of  payment,  were,  that 
the  defendants  should  not  be  obliged  to  pay  this  amount  of  their 
debts  due  to  the  plaintiff  sooner  than  a  year  from  the  date  of  the 
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bond.  This  is  the  fair  construction  of  the  instrument,  when  the 
whole  is  viewed  at  once.  The  wailing  a  year  from  the  date  of  the 
bendy  for  debts  already  due,  could  be  no  beneficial  object  for  the 
plaintiff.  It  must  have  been  considered  an  indulgence  in  the  plain- 
tiff for  the  benefit  or  convenience  of  defendants.  Therefore,  to 
construe,  so  that  this  provision,  intended  for  the  benefit  of  the  defen- 
dants, could  by  possibility  annul  and  defeat  the  connected  provis- 
ion, intended  for  the  benefit  of  the  plaintiff,  would  be  disregarding 
the  original  intention  of  the  parties,  and  disregarding  the  whole  salu- 
tary principles  of  construction  here  brought  to  view,  from  the  re- 
spectable authorities  above  cited. 

We  are  under  no  necessity  for  contending  against  the  decision 
in  the  case  of  Porter  fy  Porter  vs.  Stewart,  on  which  defendants 
rely.  That  case  was  governed  by  that  law  in  the  books  which 
protects  a  defendant  obligor  against  being  saddled  with  a  penalty, 
unless  the  obligee  has  punctiliously  performed  every  thing  on  his 
part  to  be  performed,  to  entitle  him  to  that  penalty. 

That  law  is  in  no  sense  applicable  to  this  case  :  First,  we  are 
not  contending  for  a  penalty.  Every  thing  in  the  pleadings  a- 
bout  penalty,  is  mere  form.  The  essence  of  our  claim  is  the 
amount  of  our  debt,  honestly  due  from  defendants. — Secondly,  that. 
which  the  defendants  urge,  as  a  condition  precedent,  was  to  be  ef- 
fected no  more  by  plaintiff  than  by  defendants.  In  fact,  both  par- 
ties had,  by  their  written  instrument,  transferred  the  result  to  Messrs. 
Mower  and  Bement ;  and  it  was  as  much  the  duty  of  defendants 
as  of  the  plaintiff,  to  aid  in  bringing  forward  that  result.  No  won- 
der that  defendants  threw  obstacles  in  the  way  of  progress  in  set- 
tling the  accounts,  if  they  had  conceived  fhe  notion,  as  their  attor- 
ney now  contends,  that  dragging  out  the  business  beyond  the  year, 
would  discharge  them  from  their  debt  altogether. 

The  replication  charges  the  delay  to  have  been  induced  by  cir- 
cumstances under  the  control  of  defendants,  and  not  under  the  con- 
trol of  plaintiff.  We  are  well  warranted  in  urging  this  as  a  reason 
why  the  court  should  not  consider  that,  as  a  condition  precedent  on 
the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  which  the  parties  could  never  have  thought 
of  in  that  view,  when  they  made  the  contract. 

^But,  as  we  are  not  urging  to  recover  a  penalty,  but  only 
our  honest  debt,  we  will  produce  a  case  or  two  in  point,  to  show 
that  the  defendants  are  bound  by  the  waiver  set  up  in  the  replication. 

We  cite  the  13th  of  Mass.  Rep.  396,  Montague  et  al.  vs.  Grace 
Smith,  where  it  was  decided,  that  the  choosing  arbitrators  and  pro- 
ceeding with  the  arbitration  after  the  time  for  that  purpose  stipula- 
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"^jj^l^l^    ted  in  a  case  had  expired,  was  a  waiver' of  all  privilege  resulting 
_  1836.  _  fiora  the  hipse  of  time. 
'^lyj^  In  4th  of  East's  Rep.  477,  Hall  vs.  Cazenave,  plaintiff  brouglit 

Gallop.  bis  action  upon  a  charter  party,  to  recover  freight.  The  defence 
was,  that  plaintiff  neither  averred  nor  proved  the  performance  of  a 
conditbn  precedent,  expressed  in  the  charter  party.  The  plaintiff, 
in  excuse  for  this  failure  on  his  part,  was  permitted  to  prove,  that 
the  charter  parly  was  not  concluded  and  delivered  till  after  the  time 
mentioned  in  the  charter  party  for  the  performance  of  said  prece- 
dent condition. 

The  law  seems  well  settled,  that  a  plaintiff  can  take  no  advaa- 
tage  of  any  neglect  of  the  defendant,  to  which  he  has  assented,  or 
of  which  he  has  been  himself  the  cause. — ^See  3  John.  R.  528, 
Fleming  vs.  Oilberi. 

Just  so  in  cases  of  assumpsit,  or  where  plaintiff  does  not  go  for 
a  penalty,  the  plaintiff  may  show  the  &ult  of  defendant  in  ezciiise 
for  himself.  See  5  John.  R.  West  vs.  Emmon»j  in  the  opinion  of 
the  court,  on  page  180,  that  it  was  sufficient  for  plaintiff  to  aver 
his  readiness  to  execute  to  defendant  a  mortgage  deed,  and  that 
defendant  refused  to  execute  a  deed  to  the  plaintiff  without  aver- 
ring that  he  in  fact  executed  the  mortgage  deed,  and  was  ready 
and  offered  to  deliver  the  same. 

See  also  16th  Mass.  Rep.  161,  Newcomb  vs.  Bracket^  where 
it  was  decided  that  the  defendant's  putting  it  out  of  his  power  to 
perform,  excuses  plaintiff  from  performing  a  condition  precedent ; 
and  the  plaintiff  recovered  damages  for  the  breach  of  contract. 

So  in  7th  Cowen's  Rep.  24,  Frost  vs.  Clarkson  Sf  Clarkson. — 
It  was  decided  that  plaintiff  might  recover  back  his  money  paid,  by 
showing  that  defendants  had  put  it  out  of  their  power  to  fulfil  the 
contract  on  their  part. 

So  in  5th  Pick.  Rep.  425,  White  vs.  Snell. — It  was  decided 
that  on  a  promise  of  defendant  to  pay  plaintiff  when  defendant 
should  recover  his  debt  of  A.  Plaintiff  might  recover  on  the  gen- 
eral counts,  or  any  declaration  drawn  to  meet  the  case,  on  pro- 
ving that  defendant  had  no  debt  against  A,  or  that  he  had  used  no 
diligence  to  collect  it. 

Thus  there  is  no  difficulty  in  the  court's  doing  justice  in  every 
case,  by  selecting  those  principles  which  are  applicable,  and  apply- 
ing them  so  far  as  applicable,  and  rejecting  those  principles  which 
should  govern  oth^r  and  different  cases. 

What,  then,  is  the  justice  of  the  case  before  the  court  ?  The 
plaintiff  has  a  debt  against  each  defendant.   Both  and  each  of  do- 
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fendants  acknowledge  the  debts  to  be  just,  but  neither  party  knows    WwDiOE, 
the  exact  sum.     Moreover,  defendants  are  not  quite  ready  to  make     ^tSS?' 
payment.     They  want  to  omit  payment  till  the  expiration  of  one      '*»y'«' 
year,  which  both  parties  supposed  would  be  sufficient  time  for  as-      oXp. 
certaioing  the  sum  due.     They  agree  upon  men  to  fix  that  sum, 
and  defendants  bind  themselves,  jointly  and  severally,  to  pay  at  the 
end  of  the  year.  But  the  defendants  throw  obstacles  in  the  way,  or, 
to  say  the  least,  obstacles  are  in  the  way,  which  plaintiff  never  put 
there,  and  which  h  behoved  defendants  to  remove  forthwith,  and 
which  they  never  removed  until  the  year  expired— during  which, 
the  plaintiff  had  consented  to  wait ;  and  now  defendants  wish  to 
avoid  their  debt  wholly. 

Once  more :  The  very  terms  of  the  writing,  appointing  Messrs^ 
Mower  and  Bement  to  settle  these  accounts,  and  ascertam  the  sum 
due,  submits  to  them,  also,  the  construction  of  this  contract.    And 

they  have  virtually  put  upon  it  the  construction  we  contend  for. 

Their  very  proceeding,  and  adjourning  from  thne  to  time,  and  hear- 
ing the  parties  long  after  the  year  expressed  for  payment  had  elap- 
sed, b  an  unceremonious  construction  that  their  powers  had  not 
ceased.  The  conduct  of  the  defendants,  in  going  before  this  board, 
and  making  their  exhibits  from  time  to  time,  after  the  year  had  ex- 
pired, was  a  consent  that  Messrs.  Mower  and  Bement  should  so 
construe  the  contract ;  and  was  a  tissue  of  assertions,  that  they 
themselves  put  the  same  construction  upon  it. 

That  such  submissions  and  awards  are  favored,  and  receive  a 
liberal  construction,  see  Hyde  on  Awards,  pages  21,  22,  26,  27, 
28,  29,  33,  173,  2v8,  229.— Same,  pages  230,  233,  242,  243, 

Alfa  AiJcens  for  defendants. — ^Tbe  questionr  raised  by  the  plead- 
ings in  this  case  is,  we  conceive,  involved  in,  and  depends  upon  the 
legal  construction  of  the  defendants'  bond. 

The  bond  is  conditioned  for  the  performance  of  certain  covenants 
therein  contained.  Tlie  first  of  these,  it  is  admitted,  has  been  per- 
formed according  to  its  tenor  and  effect.  The  others  (being  for 
the  payment  of  money  by  a  certain  day  therein  limited  and  set) 
are  themselves  conditional,  being  predicated  upon  the  happening 
of  certain  contingencies,  without  the  happening  of  which,  tlie  obli- 
gation of  the  covenants  did  not  arise,  and  could  not,  by  possibility, 
be  discharged  within  the  time  limited  and  set. 

The  facts  set  forth  in  the  plea  in  bar,  (and  which  are  admitted 
by  the  replication,)  show  that  the  penalty  of  this  bond  (for  which 
this  suit  is  brought)  has  never  been  forfeited ;  and  that  the  bond 
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bat  Wcome  extinct  through  lapse  of  time,  and  the  Don-perforrMiiee 
of  the  conditions  pracedeot,  or  the  not  happening  of  the  coDtingen- 
cieS}  or  some  of  them,  within  the  time,  which  alone  would  liqui- 
date the  sum,  and  give  to  the  plaintiff  a  right  to  demand  it. 

A  bond  which  has  become  extinct  cannot  be  revived,  except  by 
deedi  if  at  all.— Craig-  vs.  Talbot,  2  B.  b  C.  179. 

The  replication,  therefore,  which,  after  admitting  the  non-per^ 
formance  of  the  conditions  precedent,  attempts  to  avoid  the  legal 
consequence,  by  setting  up  a  waiv€r  by  parol,  or  matters  in  ]Mif«, 
is  clearly  bad. 

I  propose,  therefore,  to  confine  my  remarks  to  the  sufiicieDcy  of 
the  plea  in  bar. 

Three  things  were  contemplated  by  the  parties  to  this  bopd, 
which  must  happen,  before  the  liability  of  these  defendants  to  pay, 
in  virtue  of  these  covenants,  was  incurred : 

1st.  That  the  account  charged  on  the  company  books  to  Doct. 
Gallup  should  be  settled  and  adjusted  by  Mower  and  BemeQt. 

2d.  That  the  balance  found  against  him  (if  any)  stmuld  be  cbar* 
ged  by  Mower  and  Bement  to  Lie  wis  F.,  and  that  the  account  of 
Lewis  F.  then  so  standing  on  the  company  books,  should  be  settled 
and  adjusted  by  said  Mower  and  Bement,  and  the  balance  found. 

3d.  That  Taylor,  with  the  funds  placed  in  his  bands  for  that 
purpose,  was  to  pay  the  company  debts,  if  the  fund  was  sufficient ; 
and  if  not,  that  the  deficiency  was  to  be  proved  or  made  to  appear. 

On  these  things  having  been  done,  the  obligation  devolved  on 
these  defendants  to  pay  to  Taylor,  ivithin  one  yfarfn  m  the  date 
of  the  bond,  i.  e.,  before  the  first  day  of  May,  1831 ,  the  amount  of 
the  deficiency  of  the  fund,  (if  there  proved  to  be  any,)  provided  it 
did  not  exceed  such  balance  of  Lewis  F.^s  account,  and  interest.— 
But  if  there  was  no  deficiency  in  the  fund,  then  they  became  obli- 
gated to  pay  within  the  same  time  the  one  half  of  that  balance,  as 
the  share  of  Taylor's  profits. 

Now,  of  these  prerequisites  to  the  liability  of  the  Messrs.  Gallups, 
they  have  averred  performance  of  all  it  devolved  on  them  to  do-^ 
i.  e.,  the  placing  tke  books  in  the  hands  of  Mower  and  Bemeot, 
and  the  delivering  the  funds. 

The  feet  is  admitted  in  the  replication  ;  but  an  attempt  is  made 
to  avoid  its  effect,  and  the  legal  effect,  the  non-performance  of  the 
duties  confided  to  Messrs.  Mower  and  Bement,  and  the  duty  of 
Tayhr,  by  alleging  that  Lewis  F.  Gallup,  pending  the  partneishlp, 
bad,  by  mistakes,  and  omissions  to  give  proper  credits,  so  entangled 
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the  partftewhip  affairs,  as  that  Taylot  could  iiot  have  tti6  fecCdiibt  ^^^^^ 
of  Lewis  F.  adjusted  and  the  balahce  declared,  nor  ascertain  thfe  m?^' 
deficiency,  within  the  rime  limited  in  the  bond.  ^JJ;** 

This,  we  insist,  is  a  departure  in  pleading,  and  a  naked  ^tteMpt      Oinup. 
to  Iresuscitate  a  bond,  which,  by  its  own  limitation,  had  become 
e»inct.     This  cannot  be  done.-^Porlcr  et  aL  vs.  Stetoart^  2  Aik. 
424^3  T.  R.  590— a  Con.  R.  71'^there  referred  to. 

The  action  being  brought  for  the  penalty  of  the  bond,  the  plaiti* 
tfff  must  show  a  strict  performance  of  the  precedent  condtticfis  on 
his  part  to  be  done. — Porttr  vs.  Stewarty  ui  svpra. 

The  question  then  turns  upon  the  legal  construction  6(  thd 
bond — ^the  intent  of  the  parties  at  the  time  of  its  execution,  as  le- 
gally inferable  from  the  language  they  have  used  in  reference  to  the 
apparent  object  to  be  effected.  This  object  Was  a  speedy  and  fi- 
i!ial  close  of  the  concerns  of  Gallup  &t  Taylor,  so  far  as  they  affect- 
ed Lewis  F,  Gallup. 

When  such  was  the  object,  and  such  the  covenants,  can  it  bd 
pretended  that  time  did  not  enter  into  the  consideration  of  the  pat- 
ties? Indeed,  no  other  consideration  existed — no  other  motive  ob 
earth  can  be  assigned  why  Ddct.  Gallup  should  enter  into  this  p6n- 
ilty,  but  his  desire  to  have  brought  about  a  speedy  and  perfect  set- 
tlement of  the  affairs  of  that  partnership  between  T&ylor  and  hid 

son. 

As  a  lirniled  and  short  period  for  the  winding  up  of  the  afl&irs  of 
tbat  partnership  was  the  object,  so  it  was  by  express  terms  lAade 
the  essence  of  the  contract. 

Ibe  covenant  is  not  to  pay  vnthin  a  year^  from  a  deficiency  be- 
ing made  to  appear;  but,  within  a  year/rom  the  date  of  the  bond, 
if  a  deficiency  do  appear.  This  deficiency  (if  any)  was  to  be  as- 
certained by  a  comparison  of  the  value  of  the  fund  (when  adjusted 
by  proper  allcwances)  with  the  known  debts. 

Now,  there  is  no  difference  between  a  covenant  to  pay  mthin  a 
year  fmm  date,  if  a  contingency  happen,  and  a  covenant  tojfmy,  if 
a  contingency  happen  within  a  year  from  date.  For,  in  either 
case,  the  contingency  must  occur  within  the  time,  or  the  condition 
b  not  broken. 

Again  :  The  law  secures  to  a  party  obligor  the  right  to  discharge 
himself  from  his  obligation  by  a  tender.  These  obligors  had  limit- 
ed themselves  to  a  year.  They  had  the  right  to  be  discharged  at 
that  time,  if  the  sum  was  found,  by  paymetit  or  tenders— if  It  was 
not  found,  the  obligation  iS  at  an  end. 

In  this  respect,  the  obligation  does  not  differ  from  ordinary  trhl- 
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WiND8oi«    tratJOD  bonds— to  which,  no  award  by  the  day,  is  always  a  bar. — 
1836^'     And  the  inherent  difficulties  of  the  case  are  no  answer  to  such 


"^2)**'      plea. 

iQaiiup.  But  there  were  no  such  difficulties  liere.     The  referees  for  that 

purpose,  had  only  to  adjust  the  account  then  standing  on  the  books, 
and  the  first  precedent  step  was  accomplished— that  is  to  say,  the 
maximum  of  the  defendant's  liability  would  have  been  thereby  as- 
certained. 

The  next  step,  after  what  the  defendants  had  done,  was  also  the 
exclusive  work  of  the  referees,  and  in  the  way  of  which  the  Gal- 
liips  could  not  (if  they  would)  throw  any  obstacle.  It  was  to  a«- 
certain  and  adjust,  by  proper  allowances,  the  value  of  the  fund. 

The  fund  having  been  passed  over  to  Taylor,  its  value  might 
have  been  ascertained  in  the  mode  prescribed,  any  day.  But  it 
was  not  done.  Taylor  had  unfortunately  imbibed  the  erroneous 
idea  that  he  could  make  Doct.  Gallup  accountable  through  tbb 
bond  for  the  effects ;  and  therefore  it  was  that  the  referees  were 
prevented  by  him  for  four  years  and  upwards  from  valuing  the  fund 
or  adjusting  the  balance  of  the  account. 

On  comparing  the  amount  of  the  partnership  debts  with  the 
amount  of  the  fund,  as  adjusted  and  appraised  by  Mower  and  De- 
ment, the  extent  of  the  liability  of  these  defendants,  on  this  bond, 
would  have  been  seen  at  a  glance. 

If  there  had  been  no  deficiency,  the  half  of  the  balance  of  Lew- 
is F.'s  account,  so  adjusted,  would  have  been  the  sum  to  have  been 
paid  as  Taylor's  share  of  the  profits.  If  there  had  been  a  deficien- 
cy less  than  the  the  balance  of  the  account,  the  amount  of  the  de- 
ficiency, and  half  the  balance  of  the  account,  after  deducting  the 
deficiency,  would  have  been  the  sum.  If  the  deficiency  had  been 
equal  to,  or  exceeded  the  balance  of  the  account,  that  balance 
would  have  been  the  sum  to  have  been  paid. 

The  fixing  the  liability  of  the  defendants  and  its  amount  in  the 
manner  stated^  was  not  a  duty  assumed  by  them.  It  was  placed 
beyond  their  power  and  control,  by  the  terms  of  the  contract. — 
The  right,  the  power,  and  I  may  add  the  duty  to  have  done  it 
within  the  time,  belcHiged  to  and  was  possessed  by  Taylor.  He 
has  neglected  it,  and  the  legal  consequence  is,  tliat  he  is  in 
the  same  situation  of  every  obligee  of  a  bond,  who  fails  to  obtain  ao 
award  by  the  time  limited  for  its  performance.  His  remedy  in  the 
bond  is  extinguished  by  the  efflux  of  time,  and  he  is  thrown  back 
upon  the  original  liabilities  of  the  othor  party,  so  far  as  they  re- 
mdin  the  same. 
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It  is  right  that  it  should  be  so ;  for  otherwise,  instead  of  being    Wm«wio«, 
able  to  discharge  themselves  from  their  liability  at  the  time  limited        183«'^' 
and  set,  they  must  be  bound  to  bold  themselves  in  readiness  at  the       TnyV 
pleasure  of  Taylor,  through  all  time.     Even  the  statute  of  litnita-      Gaitup. 
tions  does  not  extend  its  protection  to  their  case. 

The  object  of  this  bond  was  the  mutual  benefit  of  the  parties^ — 
its  extinction  concludes  no  right  which  existed  before.  Their  ori- 
ginal liabilities  to  each  other  survive.  The  rights  of  their  creditors 
have  never  been  affected  by  it.  Their  claims  were  upon  both,  and 
the  property  of  both  before,  and  they  remain  so  still. 

If  the  time  were  enlarged,  by  implied  agreement^  as  stated  in  the 
replication,  the  action  should  have  been  founded  on  thatj  not  on  the 
bond,  which  cannot  be  revived. — Langworthyfy  Clark  vs.  Smith 
et  ah,  2  Wendell,  587. 

That  this  view  of  the  case  is  sustained  by  the  authorities,  I  re- 
fer the  court  to  Porter  vs.  Stewart,  2  Aik.  R.  424,  and  the  cases 
there  cited — Penjield  vs.  Fillmore,  Brayt.  R.  43 — Lord  Arling* 
ton  vs.  MerricJce,  2  Saund.  R.  411  &  d. — Jones  et  ah  vs.  Bark- 
Ity,  2  Doug.  684 — Liverpool  TVater-vtorks  Co,  vs.  Atkinson,  6 
East.  507 — Wardens  of  St.  Saviour  vs.  Bostwick  et  aL  2  Cow. 
R.  175—13  Petersd.  Abr.  769—7  do.  692— Uassd  vs.  Long, 
2  M.  &.  S.  363—7  Petersd.  Abr.  470,  cases  4,  5  &  6— Couch 
vs.  Ingersoll,  2  Pick.  R.  292 — Langworthy  vs.  Smith  et  aL,  ut 
supra. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 
Redfield,  J. — It  is  well  settled,  that  where  the  plaintiff  sues 
upon  a  bond  or  sealed  instrument,  depending  upon  a  condition  pre- 
cedent, he  cannot  recover  unless  he  shows  strict  performance  on 
his  part.  Even  where  the  act,  constituting  the  condition  precedent, 
becomes  unlawful  by  legislative  restriction,  or  was  originally  unlaw- 
ful or  even  impossible,  or  has  become  so  by  act  of  God  or  lapse  of 
time,  the  rights  and  obligations  depending  upon  the  performance  of 
such  conditions,  must  fail,  unless  they  be  strictly  perfornied. — (See 
the  case  of  Porter  et  aL  vs.  Stewart,  2  Aik.  R.  424,  and  cases 
there  cited  by  the  court  and  counsel.) — That  case  is  so  satisfacto- 
rily determined  upon  principle,  and  so  fully  sustained  by  authority, 
that  it  would  be  useless  to  go  farther  in  discusshig  its  propriety  than 
to  say,  it  is  satisfactory  to  the  court  and  to  the  profession. 

If  the  matters  relied  upon  in  the  defendants'  plea  in  bar,  as  a 
condition  precedent,  be  such,  and  no  excuse  is  offered  by  plaintiff 
in  bis  replication,  sufficient  to  excuse  the  performance  of  such  con- 
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ditiotis,theh  the  defendants  at«  entitled  to  recover.  If  those  matters 
do  not  form  t  eondiiion  precedent,  or  the  replication  contains  suffi* 
cient  excuse  for  not  performing  them  as  such,  then  the  plaintiff  is 
entitled  to  recover. 

No  excuse  will  <^xonerate  one  from  the  performatice  of  a  coadi* 
lion  precedent,  unless  it  be  the  act  of  the  other  party.  And  the 
act  of  the  other  party,  in  order  to  excuse  such  performance,  riiust 
be  either  a  positive  interference  and  actual  hindrance,  or  some  dis- 
tinct and  tangible  fraud.  No  such  excuse  is  contained  in  the  plain- 
tiff's replication.  It  amounts,  at  most,  to  mere  neglect  or  omission 
bf  duty,  carelessly  but  innocently  committed  by  defendant.  This 
tould  not  in  any  sense  excuse  the  plaintiff  for  not  performing  a  con- 
dition precedent,  especially  as  this  neglect  was  that  of  one  of  the 
defendants,  and  before  the  execution  of  the  contract. 

The  only  remaining  question  then,  is,  Do  the  facts  relied  upon  by 
defendants  in  their  plea  in  bar,  amount  to  a  condition  precedent) 
This  must  be  determined  by  reference  to  the  words  of  the  contract, 
as  set  forth  in  the  plea,  (and  they  are  the  same  in  both,)  with 
regard  to  tfaB  general  subject  matter  of  the  contract,  and  the  sup^ 
posed  intention  of  the  parties. 

The  subject  matter  of  the  contract  is  the  settlement  of  ft  part- 
tl^tdhip  concefn  between  plauitlff  and  one  of  defendants.  If  the 
funds  put  into  plaintiff's  hands  proved  sufficient  to  meet  the  out- 
standing liabilities  of  the  firm,  then  the  defendants  promised  to  pay 
one  half  of  their  debt  to  the  firm,  to  go  to  plaintiff  for  his  share  of 
the  profits ;  but  if  there  slK)uld  be  a  deficiency  of  funds  in  plain- 
tiff's hands,after  deducting  his  capital  stock,  then  defendants  prom- 
ised to  make  up  the  deficiency  to  the  amount  of  their  whole  account. 
And  in  either  case  they  were  to  make  payment  in  one  year  from 
the  dale  of  the  bond  in  suit  in  this  action.  And  if  the  parties  did 
not  agree  upon  any  of  these  matters,  they  named  two  persons,  to 
vhoro  such  matters,  at  the  call  of  either  party,  should  be  referred. 
These  persons  too  were  named  to  state  the  amount  due  from  de- 
fendants to  the  firm. 

The  matter  relied  upon  by  defendants  in  excuse  for  not  perform- 
ing their  part  of  the  contract  is,  that  the  plaintiff  failed  to  procure 
the  arbitrators  to  state  the  amount  due  from  the  defendants  within 
one  year  from  the  date  of  the  bond,  whereby  it  became  impossible 
for  defendants  to  perform  their  part  of  the  contract  in  the  manner 
itiputated. 

The  cases  upon  the  subject  of  conditions  precedent,  are  undoubt- 
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ediy  very  unsatii&ctorj,  and  in  many  instances  very  oootradictopy     ^UJJJUJ' 
and  almost  wholly  irreconcilable.  1886 

But  from  all  the  cases,  certain  general  maxims  ara  deducible,  ^  ^^"^ 
which  will  enable  us  very  fully  to  determine  how  far  the  matters  re*  Q^i'op- 
lied  upon  as  such,  really  form  a  condition  precedent. 

Where  a  ^covenant  goes  only  to  part  of  the  consideration  on  both 
sides,  and  a  breach  of  such  covenant  may  be  paid  for  in  damages, 
it  will  be  treated  as  a  condition  subsequent,  or  independent  cove- 
nant, and  not  as  a  condition  precedent,  unless  so  stipulated  in  ex- 
press terms. — Boon  vs.  Etfre,  1  H.  Black.  273-^1  Saund.  Rep. 
320,  c.  d. 

It  b  apparent  here  that  the  plaintiff  did  not,  in  express  terms, 
covenant  to  procure  this  settlement  within  one  year,  or  indeed  to 
procure  it  at  all.  It  is  only  by  inference  from  the  fact  that  it  waa 
for  his  benefit,  we  make  out  that  he  was  to  piocure  it,  rather  than 
the  defendants,  in  whose  power  it  equally  was. 

And  if  it  were  to  be  procured  by  plaintiff,  it  is  clear  that  it  form- 
ed no  part,  even  of  the  consideration  of  defendants'  covenant.-— 
That  consisted  in  obtaining  a  release  from  the  liabilities  of  the  firm- 
It  is  equally  evident,  from  the  whole  tenor  of  the  instrument,  thai 
the  parties  never  once  suspected  that  the  obligation  of  defendants 
to  pay  depended  upon  plaintiff's  procuring  the  settlement  within 
one  year.  This  term  of  one  year  is  not  affixed  to  the  plaintiff's 
but  to  defendants'  obligation  ;  nor  could  it  in  any  sense  have  been 
introduced  for  the  ease  of  plaintiff  to  extend  the  time  of  his  pei^ 
formance  of  his  part  of  the  contract;  but  on  the  contrary,  it  must 
have  been  introduced  for  the  ease  of  the  defendants,  to  prevent 
their  being  called  upon  immediately ^  as  they  otherwise  might  have 
been,  for  the  payment  of  half  at  least  of  the  amount  of  their  account. 
And  it  would  almost  involve  an  absurdity  to  say  that  because  the 
negligence  of  plaintiff  gave  them  a  still  longer  term,  they  were 
thereby  exonerated  from  all  obligation  whatever. 

So  far  from  the  breach  of  this  implied  covenant,  as  it  is  termed, 
being  on  the  part  of  defendants  irreparable  in  damages,  it  is  not  a 
matter  from  which,  in  the  very  nature  of  things,  any  pecuniary  loss 
could  accrue  to  defendants.  It  is  but  giving  a  debtor  longer  day  of 
payment ;  and  if  it  be  in  one  sense  an  injury  to  suffer  a  man  to  re- 
main in  debt  beyond  the  lime  stipulated  for  payment,  it  is  not  the 
foundation  of  an  action,  but  damnvm  absque  injuria. 

The  contract  on  the  part  of  defendants  was  to  pay  one  half  the 
amount  of  their  debt  to  the  firm  at  all  events,  and  the  other  half  in 
a  certain  contingency.     If  they  wished  to  know  the  extent  of  their 
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^'ftro  °*'    possible  or  absolute  liability,  they  should  have  proceeded  to  ascer- 

>836. tain  the  amount  in  the  manner  pointed  out  in  the  contract. 

^Ji!"*^  And  it  has  always  been  held  that  mere  limitations  as  to  time,  in- 

GHtiijp.       troduced  in  the  manner  here  stated,  although  one  party  failed  to 

perform  by  the  day  set,  the  other  was  not  thereby  exonerated. — 

Cuck  vs.  Castoys,  M.  S.  cases,  decided  in  K.  B.  Mich.  2  Geo. 

IV.— 1  Saund.  Rep.  320,  a. 

The  case  of  Eaton  vs.  Stone,  7  Mass.  R.  312,  is  almost  the 
same  case  with  the  present.  The  case  of  Mawman  vs.  Gillet,  2 
Taunt.  326,  is  much  in  point,  although  not  the  case  of  a  bond,  or 
sealed  instrument. 

Courts  will  never  construe  a  contract  so  as  to  defeat  the  object 
of  the  parties,  or  make  conditions  precedent,  unless  clearly  so  ex- 
pressed. 

We  feel  satisfied  such  is  not  the  present  case.  The  result  is, 
(as  this  case  comes  here  by  appeal,)  this  court  takes  no  notice  of 
the  judgment  below,  but  only  proceed  to  enter  such  judgment  as 
that  court  should  have  rendered,  which  is,  that  defendants'  plea  in 
bar  is  insufficient,  and  that  plaintiff  recover  the  penalty  of  the 
bond ;  and  the  case,  on  motion  of  defendants,  was  removed  to  the 
county  court  for  the  final  ascertainment  of  the  sum  due  the  plaintiff. 


WmiMOK,    E)fiiERsoN  Morris  and  Hilton,  ApMe.  vs.  Zbnas  F.  Htde,  Ap't. 

Febnuaryf 
18S6  The  pnrchaier  of  a  chattel  committed  it  to  the  keeping  of  a  third  person,  who 

Buffers  it  without  the  knowledgre  or  consent  of  the  purchaser,  to  ga  back  in. 
to  the  possession  of  tlie  vendor,  when  it  was  attached  by  his  credi  tor.  Held, 
that  the  creditor  might  hold  the  chattel.- 

The  law  requires  sneh  change  of  possession,  as  indicates  to  the  world  at  large 
a  change  of  ownership ;  and  if  such  possession  is  not  taken  by  the  purchaser, 
it  is  no  excuse,  that  he  entrusted  the  chattel  to  another,  who  was  negligent 
or  unfaithful. 

This  was  an  action  of  trover,  ibr  a  mare,  to  which  the  defend- 
ant pleaded  not  guilty,  with  notice  in  writing  that  defendant  at- 
tached the  same  as  the  property  of  one  Abel  Willson. 

Vn  the  trial  by  the  jury  in  the  couuty  court,  the  plaintiff's  gave 
evidence  tending  to  prove,  that  on  the  sixth  day  of  March  1835, 
they  in  good  faith  purchased  the  mare  of  said  Abel  Wilson  and 
applied  the  price  on  debts  due  the  plaintiff's  from  Wilson  bona 
fide  J  and  that  the  plaintiff 'sthen  delivered  the  mare  to  a  Mr.  Wal- 
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ker  to  keep   for  the  plaintifB.     That  Walker  took  the  mare  to    WiirDio», 
bis  own  house.  leseT' 


This  was  on  Friday  in  Chester,  and  that  afterwards  on  Saturday  ^^"^  "i**- 
Wilson  went  to  Walker  and  obtained  the  mare  to  go  to  Ludlow,       Hyd*. 
a  distance  of  ten  or  fifteen  miles,  without  the   knowledge  or  con- 
sent of  the  plaintiffs.     That  Wilson  returned  to  his  own  house  on    ' 
Saturday  evening  and  on  Sunday   night  between  sun-down  and 
next  morning  the  defendant  took  the  mare  from  the  barn  of  Wil- 
son. 

Th6  defendant  gave  in  evidence  the  writ  and  execution,  and  fur- 
ther,  evidence  tending  to  show,  that  Wilson  when  on  his  return 
from  Ludlow  to  Cavendish,  said  the  plaintiffs  permitted  him  to 
take  the  mare,  and  also,  evidence  lending  to  show,  that  said  sale 
was  fraudulent  in  fact. 

The  defendant  requested  the  court  to  charge  the  jury  that  if  the 
mare  was  attached  in  the  possession  of  Wilson,  under  the  circum- 
stances of  this  case  the  plaintiffs  could  not  recover. 

The  court  after  instructing  the  jury  as  to  their  being  any  fraud 
in  fact  in  the  sale  of  the  mare  to  which  there  was  no  exception, 
further  charged  the  jury  that  if  they  found  the  mare  was  purchas- 
ed by  the  plaintiffs  in  good  faith,  by  them  delivered  to  Walker 
to  keep,  and  Wilson  afterwards  obtctined  possession  of  the  mare 
without  the  consent  or  knowledge  of  the  plaintiffs,  that  did  not 
subject  the  mare  to  attachments  as  property  of  Wilson,  if  she  was 
attached  before  the  plaintiffs  knew  of  the  possession  by  Wilson. 
To  which  charge  the  defendant  excepted. 

Argument  for  defendant. — The  doctrine  of  constructive  fraud, 
oo  the  ground  of  possession  being  retained  by  vendor,  has  been 
loog  settled. —  Weeks  vs.  Weed,  2  Aik.  64. — Beaitie  vs.  Robinf2 
Vt.  R.  181.— Bachelderys.  Carter,  2  Vt.  R.  168— Mott  vs. 
McNeal,  1  Aik.  l62.—DurJceeys.  Mahoney,  1  Aik.  116.— Jtu/d 
tt  al.  vs.  Langdon,  5  Vt.  R.  235. 

By  these  authorities  it  is  established  as  the  settled  law  of  Ver- 
mont, as  it  has  been  heretofore  understood,  that  upon  the  sale  of 
chattels,  personal  possession  in  the  purchaser,  must  accompany  the 
sale,  and  that,  in  a  substantial  and  visible  manner,  or  the  same  is 
constructively  fraudulent  and  void  as  against  the  creditors  of  the 
seller. 

In  the  case  of  Mott  vs.  McNeaf,  I  Aik.  165,  this  principle  is 
directly  laid  down  and  avowed,  that  to  pass  a  title  to  the  purchase 
of  personal  chattels,  a  substantial  and  visible  change  of  possession 

45 


Digitized  by  VjOOQ IC 


364  CASES  IN  THE  SUPREME  COURT 

WwDMii,    must  take  place,  so  that  the  possession  will  no  longer  give  a  credit 
18S6.  '     to  the  former  owner. 


Morru«t«i.  j^q  reason  assigned  in  the  last  case  is,  so  that  possession  will  no 
Hy*.       longer  give  a  credit  to  ihe'former  owner. 

How  does  the  charge  of  the  judge  in  this  case,  correspond  with 
the  aforesaid  reason. 

By  the  case  it  appears,  that  on  Friday  the  horse  was  pretended 
to  be  sold  and  delivered  to  the  agent  of  the  purchaser,  no  posses- 
sion actually  or  visibly  taken  by  himself,  and  on  Saturday  follow- 
ing the  seller  using  the  horse  as  before  on  a  journey  of  15  miles. 

Now,  what  evidence  of  this  pretended  sale  could  the  creditor 
have  had  ?  none  but  the  possession.  But,  the  possession  was  with 
Wilson  up  to  Monday  morning  after,  and  in  his  barn  at  the  lime 
of  the  attachment. 

The  possession  then,  which  is  admitted  to  be  the  evidence  of 
ownership  was  and  continued  to  be  (except  a  small  pan  of  Friday) 
in  Wilson,  and  was  actually  his  at  the  time  of  attachment. 

If  this  mare  had  gone  into  the  actual  and  visible  possession  of 
the  purchaser,  at  the  time  and  continued  in  his  possession  and 
use  for  so  long  a  time  as  to  make  the  fact  notorious  in  the  neigh- 
borhood, and  this  possession  of  Wilson  had  been  only  a  casual 
lending  with  a  speedy  return  of  the  animal  to  the  owner,  if  might 
have  merited  a  different  consideration,  and  might  have  come  with- 
in the  decision  in  the  6th  vol.  Vt.  R.  p.  521. 

That  decision  goes  upon  the  ground  of  a  long  continued  and 
notorious  possession  of  the  animal  by  the  purchaser. 

But,  it  is  contended  in  this  case,  that  there  is  not  one  of  the  al- 
leviating circumstances  which  appeared  in  that :  For, 

1.  There  was  no  actual  or  visible  possession  in  the  purchaser  at 
all. 

2.  No  notoriety  to  any  change  whatever  in  the  hands  of  his  pre- 
tended agent. 

3.  The  mare  owned  by  Wilson  Friday  morning,  in  his  open 
and  notorious  use,  and  on  a  journey  on  Saturday  following. 

4.  The  animal  remained  in  his  possession  over  Sunday,  until 
Monday  morning,  when  she  was  attached. 

All,  then,  of  the  badges  of  legal  fraud,  were  present  here  to 
warrant  the  defendant,  the  creditor,  to  attach. 

Argument  for  the  plaintiff. — The  court  having  instructed  the 
jury  as  to  the  fraud  in  fact,  to  which  part  of  the  charge  no  excep- 
tion is  taken,  and   the  jury   having  found  for  the|  plaintiffs  under 
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the   instruction   complained  of|  the  general  qnestion  then  is,—-    Wxumok, 
Was  the  charge  of  the  court  right  ?  \S^* 

The  plaintiffs  insist,  that    the  instruction  given  vtbs  perfectly  Monti  etlir 
correct^  and  the  only  one  that  the  case  could  justly  admit  of.  Hyde. 

The  jury  found,  that  the  plaintiffs  purchased  the  property  in 
good  faith,  that  they  took  immediate  possession  of  the  same,  com* 
raitted  it  to  \be\r  bailee  for  keeping,  that  without  the  consent  or 
knowledge  of  the  plaintiff's,  the  mare  came  into  the  possession  of 
the  vendor,  and  that  she  was  attached  at  defendant's  suit,  before 
the  plaintiffs  knew  of  the  possession  having  been  thus  regained  by 
the  vendor. 

The  defendant  is,  therefore,  driven  to  contend,  that  this  is  a  case 
of  fraud  in  law.     And  that  this  is  the  only  question. 

It  will  be  found,  on  examination  of  all  the  cases  falling  within 
the  class  of  legal  frauds,  that  the  vendee  h^is  permitted  the  prop- 
erty to  remain  in,  or  to  revert  to  the  possession  of  the  vendor,  or 
has  of  his  own  volition  done  some  act  enabling  the  vendor  to  ob- 
tain it.  But  this  rule  is  not  absolute  and  unyielding,  for  there  are 
cases  when  the  temporary  possession  and  use  by  the  vendor  with 
the  knowledge  and  consent  of  the  vendee  has  been  adjudged  not 
to  divest  the  latter. — 6  Vt.  R.,   Famsworth  vs.  Shepard. 

On  the  other  hand,  there  is  not  to  be  found  a  single  case  in 
which  the  title  of  the  vendee  has  failed  by  reason  of  the  vendor's 
re-possession  which  was  acquired,  against  the  consent  and  knowl- 
edge of  the  vendee. 

Great  hazard  and  often -times  utter  ruin  to  an  iiHiocent  vendee 
woold  attend  the  transfer  of  property  fairly  purchased,  were  the 
rule  enforced  which  the  defendant  contends  for. 

If  it  be  indeed  immaterial  how  the  vendcH*  regains  possession, 
then,  had  he  stolen  the  mare  from  the  stable  of  the  vendee  and  the 
creditor  had  attached  her,  the  vendee  must  loose  his  lien.  Such  is 
the  necessary  result  of  the  doctrine  urged  by  the  defendant,  and 
the  consequences  could  not  be  endured. 

The  reasonable  rule  is,  that  when  the  vepdee  takes  possession 
of  property  fairly  purchased,  and  uses  the  same  means  to  preserve 
the  possession  of  ii  which  a  man  of  ordinary  prudence  does  to 
keep  his  general  property,  and  he  looses  possession  without  any 
consent  or  knowledge  of  his  own,  he  does  aol,  ought  nofto  forfeit 
bis  property  so  lost. 

It  is  not  deemed  necessary  to  cite  authorities,  familiarly  known 
to  the  court  and  the  profession.  Yet  the  plaintiffi  would  refer 
to  the  case  of  Famsworth  vs.  Shepard,  6  Vt.  R.  521,  and  2 
Aik.  R.  115. 
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WinMo».  The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

A6ruafy, 

1836.  Phelps,  J. — ^The  rule  which    requires  a   substantial    visible 

^^^w.*'  **•  change  of  possession,  in  order  to  enable  the  purchaser  of  a  chattel 

Hyde.      to  bold  it  against  the  attaching  creditor  of  the  vendor,  is  too  well 

settled  in  this  State,  by  repeated  adjudications,  to  admit  of  furtber 

discussion. 

The  possession  taken,  must  be  such  as  will  indicate  to  the  world 
at  large  the  change  of  ownership.  A  mere  temporary  change,  if 
the  property  revert  immediately  into  the  possession  of  the  vendor, 
is  not  sufficient. 

In  this  case,  we  are  of  opinion,  that  the  temporary  possession  of 
Walker,  as  agent  of  the  plaintiffs  was  not  such  as  answers  ^e 
requirement  of  the  law.  Had  the  horse  been  returned  to  the  pos- 
session of  Wilson,  with  the  assent  of  the  plaintiff,  it  seems  to  be 
admitted,  the  title  of  the  plaintiffi  could  not  be  sustained.  But 
it  appears  in  this  case,  that  such  assent  was  not  had,  and  it  is  ar* 
gued,  that  the  act  of  the  agent,  being  unauthorized  by  the  plain* 
tiffs,  they  are  not  to  be  affected  thereby. 

It  is  true,  as  a  general  rule,  that  a  party  is  not  to  be  made  res- 
ponsible for  any  positive  act  of  another,[unless  done  by  bis  author- 
ity or  direction,  express  or  implied.  But  it  is  also  true,  that  where 
an  act  is  necessary  to  consummate  or  perfect  the  right  or  title  of  a 
party,  and  such  act  is  omitted,  through  the  neglect  or  disobedience 
of  an  agent,  the  party  who  commits  his  rights  to  the  fidelity  of 
such  agent,  must  bear  the  consequences.  In  this  case,  it  was  the 
duty  of  the  plaintiffi  to  see  that  their  purchase  was  followed  by 
a  sufficient  change  of  possession,  and  if  they  entrust  the  business 
to  an  agent,  they  are  responsible  for  the  agent's  fidelity. 

Had  th  6  possession  been  taken  and  retained  by  the  plaintiffi, 
in  such  manner,  and  for  such  length  of  time,  as  would  have  an- 
swered the  requirements  of  the  law,  and  the  property  bad  then 
been  entrusted  to  the  vendor,  temporarily  and  for  a  special  pur- 
pose, the  case  would  have  fallen  within  the  doctrine  of  Farm^ 
worth  vs.  Shepard^  cited  in  the  argument. 

Judgment  reversed,  and  cause  remanded  to  the  county  court. 
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Thomas  Emcrson  vs.  Bani  Udall.  TIw^ 


Whether  it  is  a  good  defence,  at  /ato,  to  a  suit  on  an  award,  that  the  same  wa«  « 

obtained  by  fraud,  quere. 
If  H  be«  Held,  that  it  cannot  be  avoided  by  showing  merely  that  a  claim  presen. 

tad  to  the  arbitratora/and  by  them  allowed,  had  been  previously  paid,  and 

that  known  t9  the  party. 

NoChiag  is  available,  in  this  ?ray,  ezoepi  facts,  which  do  not  come  within  the 
•cope  of  the  award,  and,  from  their  nature,  a/e  not  concluded  by  it.| 

This  was  aa  action  of  debt  on  judgment.  Plea,  Nul  Tiel  Re- 
cordy  and  also  a  plea  in  offset,  stating,  that  at  the  term  of  the  coun- 
ty cooit,  when  the  judgment  declared  on  was  rendered,  June  terra, 
1829,  the  defendant  had  considerable  claims  for  payments,  and  de- 
mands to  set  off  against  the  claims  of  the  plaintiff  in  that  action : 
that  it  was  then  agreed  that  the  defendant  should  suffer  judgment 
to  go  by  default  in  that  action,  and  he  make  no  defence,  but  suffer 
judgment  to  pass  for  the  whole  of  the  plaintiff's  claim ;  and  that 
his  claims  against  the  plaintiff  should  be  adjusted  by  Willys  Ly- 
man and  Harvey  F.  Leavjtt,and  that  whatever  they  allowed  should 
be  admitted  as  payment  on  the  judgment :  That  Lyman  and  Leav. 
itt  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  23d  of  November,  1830,  did  adjust  his 
claims,  and  allowed  him  $116  47,  which  the  plaintiff  has  hith- 
erto refused  to  accede  to. 

To  this  the  plaintiff  pleads  non'Otsumprity  and  to  the  first  plea 
replies,  "  there  is  such  record." 

On  the  trial  of  the  issue  by  jury,  the  defendant  read  in  evidence 
the  award  in  writing,  signed  by  Willys  Lyman  and  Harvey  F. 
Leavitt— the  execution  thereof  being  conceded. 

The  defendant  introduced  testimony  to  prove  that  at  the  term  of 
the  county  court  at  which  the  plaintiff's  judgment  was  obtained,  to 
wit,  at  June  term,  1829,  said  Udall  claimed  to  have  demands  to 
file  in  oflbet  to  the  claims  of  said  Emerson  and  Davis,  then  in  suit. 
And  that  said  Emerson  then  agreed  with  said  Udall  that  judgment 
should  be  entered  for  the  then  plaintifis  for  the  whole  amount  of 
their  claims  described  in  their  declaration,  and  they  and  said  Udall 
would  adjust  the  claims  of  said  Udall  among  themselves,  and  if  they 
could  not  agree,  the  same  should  be  adjusted  by  their  counsel  in 
said  suit,  to  wit,  Harvey  F.  Leavitt  then  attorney  for  the  then  plain- 
tifis,  and  Willys  Lyman  then  attorney  for  the  defendant ;  and  the 
amount,  if  any,  found  due  the  defendant,  should  be  allowed  on  said 
judgment,  or  on  the  execution  issued  thereon.  Thereupon,- judg- 
ment was  entered  for  the  then  plaintifis,  as  described  in  the  pres- 
ent declaration  ;  that  execution  was  not  delivered  o'it  till  ^wo  or 


1836. 
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'WlNCtOll, 

1836. 

£ineraoD 

vs. 

UdaU. 


three  months  before  making  said  award,  befiwe  which  time  said 
Leavitt  had  wholly  relinquished  the  practice  of  law,  and  removed 
from  Hartrord  to  Strafibrd,  and  ceased  to  be  the  attorney  of  the 
pldotiffs :  Tiiat  William  Strong  continued  to  be  the  guardian  of 
said  Davis  until  his  decease  in  October,  1829:  That  said  Strong, 
being  the  father  of  Davis'  wife,  by  previous  appointment  in  Au- 
gust, 1830,  met  the  plaintiff  and  defendant,  and  they  attempted 
between  themselves  to  adjust  the  claims  of  said  Udall:  That  he 
then  presented  his  order  for  oats,  (mentioned  in  said  award,)  which 
they  refused  to  allow  him ;  and  thereupon,  the  parties  separated. 
And  afterwards,  and  before  the  lime  of  making  said  award,  the  said 
Emerson  informed  said  Leavitt,  that  said  Leavitt  and  said  Lyman 
must  adjust  said  business,  or  he  should  do  nothing  further  about 
said  matter :  That  afterwards  said  Strong,  by  consent  of  said  Em- 
erson, took  out  execution  on  said  judgment,  on  which  some  pay- 
ments were  made  by  said  Udall :  That  a  few  days  before  the  ma- 
king of  said  award,  the  said  Udall  called  on  said  Leavitt,  at  Straf- 
ford, and  requested  him  to  attend  to  the  adjusting  of  his  said  claims, 
and  said  Leavitt  having  some  engagements  of  another  character, 
appointed  a  time  to  attend  to  said  business  at  the  ofSce  of  Willys 
Lyman  at  White  River  Village  in  Hartford,  being  the  next  Satur- 
day, being  as  short  a  time  as  he,  said  Leavitt,  could  go,  after  being 
discharged  of  his  other  engagements,  and  he  wrote  by  mail  to  said 
Emerson  at  Windsor,  where  he  then  resided,  informing  him  of  said 
appointment,  allowing  him  as  much  time  after  receiving  said  letter 
by  due  course  of  mail,  to  go  to  said  Hartford  from  Windsor,  as  said 
Leavitt  would  have,  after  discharging  his  previous]engagements,  to 
go  from  Strafford  to  Hartford..  No  notice  was  given  to  said  Strong. 
At  the  time  and  place  so  appointed,  the  said  Leavitt  and  Lyman 
met,  and  said  Udall  attended  ;  but  said  Emerson  did  not  attend, 
nor  said  Strong.  The  saicj  Leavitt  and  Lyman  both  testified  that 
Jthey  had  not  before  that  time  heard  of  said  claim  of  said  Udall  for 
money  collected  by  G.  E.  Wales,  Esq.,  mentioned  in  said  award  : 
That  said  Leavitt  and  Lyman  proceeded  to  the  adjustment  of  the 
claims  of  said  Udall,  and  among  other  testimony  by  them  examin- 
ed, they  administered  an  oath  to  said  Udall,  and  examined  bim  in 
relation  to  his  claims,  or  some  of  them  ;  and  after  examination, 
they  made  and  signed  their  award  aforesaid. 

The  defendant  introduced  testimony  further  tending  to  prove, 
that  after  making  said  award  he  commenced  an  action  thereon 
against  said  Emerson,  returnable  to  Windsor  county  court,  and  the 
said  Emerson  told  the  attorney  of  said  Udall  that  he  supposed  it 
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had  been  applied,  ftiid  that  it  should  be,  and  he  would  pay  the  cost    Windsor, 
which  h«d  been  made  in  said  action — whereupon,  the  said  attorney        im^' 
neglected  to  enter  said  suit,  and  that  said  Emerson  made  no  men-     iimerson 
tion  of  his  not  having  received  due  notice  to  attend  said  arMcra-      Udaii. 
ment,  or  any  other  objection  thereto. 

The  plaintiff  introduced  testimony  tending  to  prove,  that  said 
Udall's  claim,  described  in  said  award  as  an  order  for  oats,  was  a 
false  claim,  as  he  bad  received  the  oats  on  the  order  of  Hyde  Clark. 

The  court  decided,  that  if  the  arbitrators  kept  within  the  sub- 
mission, nothing  short  of  corruption  in  the  arbitrators. would  viti- 
ate the  award. 

The  plaintiff  insisted — 1 .  That  the  decease  of  Davis  operated 
as  a  revocation  of  determination  of  said  submission. 

2.  That  if  said  Udall  was  guilty  of  procuring  unjust  claims  \o 
be  allowed  by  said  arbitrators,  it  was  a  fraud,  and  would  vitiate  the 
award. 

3.  That  the  proof  of  notice  to  said  Emerson  was  wholly  defec- 
tive without  further  proof  that  he  actually  received  said  letter  a  rea- 
sonable time  before  said  hearing,  to  go  and  attend  it. — 

And  requested  the  court  so  to  charge  the  jury. 
The  court  charged  the  jury  that  they  would  6rst  inquire  whether 
the  defendant  had  proved  there  was  such  a  submission  as  the  de- 
fendant, in  his  plea,  alleged ;  and  if  the  same  was  proved,  the  death 
of  Davis  did  not  determine  the  same.  If  they  found  said  submis- 
sion proved,  the  jury  would  next  find  whether,  by  the  testimony, 
it  was  shown  that  said  Emerson  had  notice  a  reasonable  time  before 
the  hearing  by  the  arbitrators,  to  attend  to  the  same.  That  in  de- 
ciding this  point,  the  jury  would  consider  the  proof  in  relation  to 
the  letter  being  sent  by  mail,  in  relation  to  which,  in  the  absence  of 
any  proof  to  the  contrary,  the  legal  presumption  would  be,  that 
Emerson  received  the  same  in  the  ordinary  course  of  mail ;  and  in 
deciding  this  point,  the  jury  might  also  consider  the  testimony  which 
tended  to  show  that  when  Emerson  was  afterwards  sued  on  the 
award,  he  made  no  objection  to  it,  nor  suggested  that  he  had  not 
received  timely  notice :  that  if  the  jury  did  not  find  that  said  Em- 
erson received  reasonable  notice  of  the  time  and  place  of  hearing, 
so  that  he  might  have  attended,  they  would  find  for  the  plaintiff; 
but  if  they  found  that  he  had  reasonable  notice,  they  would  next 
inquire  whether  said  arbitrators  kept  within  the  powers  of  the  award, 
for  they  could  award  only  of  these  demands  which  had  been  agreed 
to  be  submitted  to  their  adjustment :    That  if  the  jury  found  the 
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submisstoD  proved,  and  noti<!e  to  Emerson  seasonably  given,  and 
that  the  award  contained  only  such  matters  as  were  submitted,  then 
they  would  find  for  the  defendant,  unless  said  arbitrators  werd  guilty 
of  corruption — ^in  which  case,  or  if  the  defendant  failed  by  his  tes* 
timony  to  prove  either  of  said  other  points,  then  they  would  find 
for  the  plaintiff. Plaintiff  excepted  to  this  charge  of  the  court. 

T.  Hutchinson  for  plaintiff — contended.  That  the  court  erred 
in  their  decision  and  instructions  to  the  jury,  "  that  if  they  should 
find  the  matters  awarded  upon,"  &c.  &c.  (as  in  said  charge  na- 
med) ''  they  would  find  for  the  defendant,  unless  they  also  found 
corruption  in  the  arbitrators — in  which  case,  they  would  find  for 
the  plaintiff," — whereas,  the  further  instruction  ought  to  have  been 
given,  or  incorporated  with  that  given,  *^that  if  they  should  find 
that  said  award  was  procured  by  the  fraudulent  conduct  of  the  said 
Udall,  imposing  upon  said  arbitrators  claims  which  he  knew  to  be 
groundless,  they  would  find  for  the  plaintiff." — See  6  Vesey,  jr. 
70,  Walker  vs.  Frohishcr—\l  John.  R.  405,  Van  Courtlandi, 
&c.  &c.  &c.,  on  page  410,  and  opinion  of  Senator  Allen  on  page 
4-25,  sec.  3. — Also,  18  Com.  Law  Rep.  242,  Sackei  vs.  Otaen. 

We  also  contend,  that  though  we  may  apply  to  chancery  to  set 
aside  awards  in  all  cases  where  we  are  otherwise  destitute  of  proof, 
yet  we  are  not  obliged  so  to  apply,  when  we  rely  upon  the  firaud 
of  the  party  only. — See  said  case  of  Socket  vs.  Owen. 

But  if  we  charge  corruption  in  the  arbitrators,  we  must  make 
them  parties  to  a  bill  for  relief. 

We  further  contend,  that  said  court,  instead  of  leaving  to  the  ju- 
ry the  question  of  reasonable  notice  or  not,  should  have  instructed 
them,  that  all  the  notice  concerning  which  there  was  any  testimo- 
ny, was  not  reasonable  notice. — 18  Com.  Law  Rep.  244,  anony- 
mous—Chitty's  Gen.  Prac.  vol.  2,  p.  96—1  Term  Rep.  167, 
Tindall  et  al  vs.  Brown.— S  Petersd.  R.  165,  178-9.  Also, 
that  the  instructions  were  incorrect  as  to  the  effect  of  the  decease 
of  Davis. — 18  Com.  Law  Rep.  63,  Cooper  vs.  Johnson. 

Marsh  fylfVilliams  for  defendant. — The  first  point  is,  that  the 
death  of  Davis,  the  insane  partner,  operated  as  a  revocation  of  the 
agreement  to  submit. 

Our  answer  to  this  is,  Davis  was  civiliter  moriuus  when  the 
agreement  was  made,  'as  appears  from  the  fact  that  when  the  first 
action  was  instituted.  Strong  was  his  guardian,  and  the  tiro,  who 
made  the  declaration,  declared  in  the  name  of  the  guardian  and  of 
the  sane  partner. 
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Einerson  made  the  agreement  for  the  partnership**— Davis  beipg 
incapable  of  doing  any  legal  act ;  and  whether  he  lived  or  died,  ^ 
could  have  no  effect  upon  the  agreement. 

Again  :  Emerson,  after  the  death  of  Davis,  informed  Lyman  and 
Leavitty  that  they  must  go  on  and  adjust  the  business.  If  it  does 
not  appear  to  have  been  after  the  death  of  Davis,  the  court  may 
well  presume  that  the  jury  so  found  the  fact.  This  was  a  confirm- 
ation, of  the  submission  when  Emerson,  the  surviving  partner,  alone 
could  act. 

But  the  more  important  ground  is,  that  this  was  an  agreement 
in  its  nature  irrevocable.  It  was  made  on  a  valuable  consideration. 
Tiie  defendant  gave  up  the  privilege  of  shewing  payment  on  the 
notes  sued.  Tiie  plea  alleges  that  the  defendant  had  certain  pay- 
metUs  to  provej  an  which  he  meant  to  inhisty  as  well  as  claims  to 
offiet,  and  this  fact  the  jury  have  found.  By  omitting  to  prove 
payments  on  the  notes  in  suit,  he  lost,  forever,  all  claim  for  such 
payments.  The  persons  agreed  on  would  have  had  a  right,  and 
it  would  have  been  their  duty  to  have  proceeded,  if  both  plaintifTs 
had  deceased,  or  if  they  had  attempted  to  revoke  the  agreement. 
And  under  such  circumstances,  the  decision  would  have  been  im- 
perative on  executors,  if  the  parties  were  dead,  and  on  the  party, 
if  living. 

The  statute  of  limitations  might  have  run,  and  probably  had  run 
on  the  defendant's  claim  in  ofiset. 

It  is  contended  that  one  partner  may  submit  to  arbitration  any 
controversy  relating  to  the  partnership  concerns ;  and  so  it  was  ru- 
led in  the  case  of  Skiilings  vs.  Coolidge  fy  Oliver,  14.  Mass.  R. 
43-45.  If  so,  it  could  make  no  diflference  whether  Davis  was 
dead  or  living.  As  Emerson  made  the  agreement,  and  expressed 
no  dissent  from  it  for  a  year,  it  may  be  regarded  as  an  agreement 
to  submit  after  the  death  of  Davis.  Davis  died  Oct.  18$9.  The 
award  (if  it  should  be  called  one)  was  made  in  November,  1880. 

The  second  point  on  which  the  court  was  requested  to  charge 
lor  the  plaintiff  was,  That  if  the  defendant  was  guilty  of  procuring 
unjust  claims  to  be  allowed  by  the  arbitrators,  it  was  a  fraud,  and 
would  vitiate  the  award. 

The  decision  of  arbitrators,  who  keep  within  their  submission, 
and  are  not  shewn  to  have  acted  corruptly,  is  as  imperative  on  the 
parties  as  that  of  any  other  court. 

The  question,  as  to  what  was  submitted,  is  a  question  of  fact, 
and  was,  in  the  charge,  submitted  to  the  jury  as  such,  and  they 
have  found  that  all  the  matters  decided  on  were  submitted. 
46 


WmosoR, 

JFMnuiry, 
1836. 


Udftll. 
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By  a  general  submission,  the  law,  as  well  as  the  fact,  is  left  to 
the  arbitrators,  and  their  award  conclusive. — Jones  vs.  Boston  Mill" 
dam  Company y  6  Pick.  R.  148. 

Awards  are  to  be  expounded  liberally. — McKinstry  vs.  Solo- 
monsy  and  Solomons  vs.  McKinstry^  in  Error. — 2  John  R.  57 — 
13  John.  R.  2T. 

In  Jackson  vs.  Ambler,  (14  John.  R.  96,  105,)  it  is  said, 
where  an  arbitrament  takes  place  by  the  mere  act  of  the  parties, 
it  cannot  be  made  an  objection  that  the  award  is  against  law. 

An  award  is  binding,  both  as  to  law  and  fact,  and  even  in  eject- 
ment the  party  against  whom  the  award  is,  is  estopped  from  setting 
up  title. — Selleck  vs.  Adams,  15  John.  R.  197. 

And  under  an  award  in  relation  to  land,  the  defendant  may  jus- 
tify in  trespass. 

The  court  were  requested  to  charge  that  the  notice  to  Emer- 
son, the  plaintiff,  was  wholly  defective  without  proof  that  he  actu- 
ally received  the  letter  in  a  reasonable  time  to  go  to  and  attend  the 
hearing. 

The  letter  giving  him  notice  of  the  time  and  place  for  hearing, 
was  put  into  the  mail  so  as  that  according  to  the  course  of  the  mail, 
he  would  receive  it  a  reasonable  time  before  the  hearing  for  him  to 
attend.  And  the  charge  on  this  point  was,  that  the  presumption 
of  law  was  that  he  received  it  in  due  course  of  mail,  unless  the  con- 
trary was  shewn.     This  was  doubtless  correct. 

The  letter  sent  by  mail  was  sujQScient.  The  presumption  of  law 
as  stated  by  the  court,  in  the  absence  of  all  proof  to  the  contrary, 
js,  that  the  letter  was  received  in  due  course  of  mail.  This,  with 
the  subsequent  conduct  and  declarations  of  Emerson,  that  he  sup- 
posed the  sum  allowed  had  been  applied,  and  if  not,  it  should  be 
applied,  and  at  the  same  time  making  no  objection  to  the  sum,  nor 
OD  account  of  not  having  received  notice,  must,  surely,  satisfy  eve- 
ry one  ebe,  as  it  did  the  jury,  that  there  is  nothing  in  tlie  pretence 
of  want  of  notice. 

This  last  fact  being  left  to  the  jury,  the  court,  we  think,  are 
bound  to  believe  was  credited  by  them  ;  and  if  so,  it  renders  the 
doings  of  Leavitt  and  Lyman  imperative  on  the  plaintiff.  It  was 
waiving  all  objections  to  the  award,  and  binding  himself  to  observe 
it ;  and  is  of  itself,  if  pleaded  in  another  court  in  offset,  a  complete 
answer  to  the  declaration. 

The  opinion  of  the  ooiut  was  delivered  by 
Phelps,  J. — Exception  is  taken  to  the  charge  of  the  Judge,  at 
the  trial  in  the  court  belowr,  upon  the  ground  of  his  refusal  to  charge 
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upoD  sundry  points  relating  to  the  award  pleaded  in  offiiet,  as  re- 
quested by  the  plaiotiff.  And  several  points  are  made  here  for 
our  decision.  ^ 

First,  it  is  argued,  that  Emerson,  the  plaintiff,  and  Davls^  his 
co-partner,  being  joint  parties  to  the  stibmission,  the  decease  of 
Davis,  before  the  award  was  made,  was,  in  legal  effect,  a  revoca- 
tion of  the  submission.  In  reply  to  this,  it  need  only  be  said,  that 
whatever  might  be  the  legal  effect  of  the  decease  of  Dav'is,  it  was 
competent  for  the  surviving  parties  to  proceed  with  the  subrojssioni 
in  the  sauie  sense  that  it  was  competent  for  them  to  submit  their 
differences  after  his  decease.  The  submission,  being  by  parol, 
could  be  enlarged  or  extended  by  parol,  and  the  arbitrators  having 
proceeded  by  express  direction  of  the  plaintiff,  after  the  decease  of 
his  partner,  it  certainly  is  not  competent  for  him  to  object  their 
want  of  authority. 

Secondly,  it  is  insisted,  that  the  notice  given  by  the  arbitrators 
of  the  time  and  place  ol  hearing  was  not  sufficient.  This  point  was 
left  to  the  jury,  upon  the  reasonableness  of  that  notice,  and  very 
properly,  as  we  apprehend.  The  case  has  been  compared  to  the 
case  of  negotiable  paper,  where  the  sufficiency  of  the  notice  is  mat- 
ter of  law.  But,  in  our  opinion,  the  cases  are  widely  different.  In 
the  case  of  negotiable  paper,  the  law  requires  immediate  notice,  as 
a  matter  of  strict  law,  and  as  a  condition  precedent  to  the  right  of 
recovery.  The  sufficiency  of  the  notice  does  not  depend  upon  its 
reasonableness,  under  the  circumstances  of  each  case,  but  upon  its 
conformity  with  certain  established  and  arbitrary  rules,  universally 
acknowledged,  and  which,  from  this  circumstance,  are  regarded  as 
making  a  part  of,  and  qualifying  the  contract-  Hence  they  must 
be  as  strictly  conformed  lo,  as  if  expressly  incorporated  into  the  con- 
tract. And  a  jury  have  nothing  to  do  with  the  reasonableness  of 
notice  in  such  case,  any  more  than  they  have  with  that  of  any  rule 
of  law,  which  is  founded,  not  so  much  upon  the  equity  of  the  case, 
as  upon  considerations  of  general  expediency.  But  in  this  case, 
all  that  the  law  can  require  is  reasonable  notice.  The  object  is 
merely  to  enable  the  party  to  prepare  for  trial ;  and  if  this  purpose 
is  answered,  the  law  is  satisfied.  Whether  notice,  in  any  given 
case,  is  sufficient  for  this  object,  depends  altogether  upon  the  cir- 
cumstances of  the  case,  and  becomes,  in  this  view,  a  mixed  question 
of  law  and  fact,  proper  for  the  consideration  of  a  jury. 

Thirdly,  It  is  objected  that  the  court  erred  in  omitting  to  charge 
the  jury,  that  fraud  in  the  party,  in  obtaining  the  award,  will  viti- 
ate it. 


WiHocoa, 

February, 

1886. 

Emeraoa 
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W4J  deem  it  unnecessary  to  follow  the  counsel  in  the  discussion 
of  the  question,  whether  fraud  in  obtaining  an  award  will  furnish  an 
available  defence  at  law  to^n  action  on  the  award.  For  we  may 
concede  to  them  the  general  proposition,  and  yet  it  will  be  no  diffi- 
cult matter  to  sustain  the  charge. 

The  facts  relied  on  by  the  plaintiff,  as  constituting  the  fraud,  which 
he  insists  is  sufficient  to  avoid  the  award,  consist  merely  of  the  as- 
sumption that  the  claim  presented  by  the  defendant  to  the  arbitra- 
tors, and  by  them  allowed,  had  been  previously  paid,   and  the  in- 
ference that  the  defendant  was  cognizant  of  the  fact.     It  is  obvi- 
ous that  if  such  a  defence  were  admissible,  courts  of  law  could  be 
required,  in  all  cases,  to  re-examine  the  decision  of  llie  arbitrators, 
and  that  the  award  would  be  divested  at  once  of  its  conclusive 
character.     The  question  whether  a  claim  allowed  by  arbitrators 
be  well  or  ill  founded,  would,  in  most  cases,  be  a  question  for  the 
jury  to  decide ;  and  the  question  as  to  the  knowledge  of  the  party 
would  always  be  so.     Such  a  defence,  if  admitted,  would  necessa- 
rily open  the  original  controversy,  and  the  award  would  be  no  more 
than  prima  facie  evidence.     The  validity  of  the  award  would  de- 
pend upon  the  original  merits  of  the  controversy,  and  the  party 
who  seeks  to  enforce  it  would  be  compelled  to  rely,  not  so  much 
upon  the  determination  itself,  as  upon  the  evidence  upon  which  it 
was  originally  obtained.     At  the  same  time,  courts  would  be  com- 
pelled to  set  aside  an  award,  whenever  their  opinion,  either  as  to 
the  law  or  the  inferences  of  fact  to  be  drawn  from  the  evidence, 
differed  from  that  of  the  arbitrators.     While  the  party,  in  order  to 
avail  himself  of  the  award,  must  be  always  prepared  to  sustain  its 
propriety  by  evidence  of  the  legality  and  justice  of  his  claim. 

In  short,  the  award  is  in  itself  conclusive  of  the  legality  and  jus- 
tice of  the  claim,  and  of  all  inferences  to  be  drawn  from  its  legtdity 
or  falsity.  And  to  avoid  it  upon  the  score  of  fraud,  it  becomes  ne- 
cessary to  prove  facts  not  within  the  scope  of  inquiry  before  the  ar- 
bitrators, and  from  their  nature  not  concluded  by  the  award.  Such 
cases  may  exist,  and  a  positive  fraud  may  be  proved,  without 
impugning  the  conclusive  character  of  the  award.  But  we  are  all 
of  opinion,  that  something  more  is  necessary  for  this  purpose  than 
simply  to  shew  that  the  claim  was  unfounded,  and  that  it  is  fairly 
inferable  from  the  evidence  exhibited,  that  the  party  was  cognizant 
of  the  fact. 

Without  deciding  whether  a  court  of  law  can  entertain  such  a  de- 
fence^ we  think  the  charge  of  the  county  court  correct,  upon  the 
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ground  that  the  award  cannot  be  impeached  in  the  manner  here  at- 
tempted, and  upon  the  evidence  exhibited. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


WiNDsom, 

Fehrunru. 

1836. 

vs. 


D.  Rix  Administrator  of  J.  Smith  vs.  The  Heirs  of  J.  Smith. 

An  adminiitrator  adTanoiDgr  money,  in  ^ood  faith  for  the  estate*  and  being 
guilty  of  no  neglect  nor  unreaeonable  delay  in  converting  the  cfTcctii  into 
money,  will  be  allowed  interest  on  his  advances. 

So,  where  he  applies  for  an  order  of  sale,  to  satisfy  a  balance  due  him,  which 
is  resisted  by  the  heirs,  he  will  be  allowed  his  services  and  expenses  in  do. 
sing  the  trust,  provided  he  succeed  in  establishing  bit  claim.  But  if  hit 
claim  be  found  unfounded,  it  is  otherwise. 

The  sentance  or  decree  of  the  probate  court  is  conclusive,  -as  ts  all  matters, 
which  appear  from  the  record  to  have  been  actually  adjudicated  upon.  But 
claims* by  or  against  an  administrator,  which  are  not  brought  under  cousid- 
eration  in  the  adjustment  of  his  account,  are  not  concluded  by  the  finding. 

An  administrator  settled  his  account  in  1820.  In  1832,  (the  estate  not  having 
been  fully  settled  ic  18200  he  applied  for  a  settlement  of  a  subsequent  ac. 
count,  which  was  done^-npon  appeal  from  the  decree  of  the  probate  {court 
apon  the  last  adjustment,  held,  that  it  was  not  competent  to  overhaul  the 
sottlemeut  of  1820,  or  to  correct  any  errors  occurring  therein. 

After  argument  by 
Aikem  and  Edgerion,  for  the  Heirs  of  Smith  b  Hubbard,  and 
Freeman  and  Hutchtnsonf  for  the  Administrators^ 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

Phelps,  J. — ^The  case  comes  before  us  upon  exceptions  to 
the  report  of  the  commissioners  appointed  to  adjust  the  accouot 
of  the  administrator. 

As  both  parties  have  excepted  to  the  report,  and  thus  brought 
into  controversy  the  claims  on  both  sides,  it  will  be  convenient  to 
consider,  first,  the  claims  of  the  administrator  with  the  objections 
thereto,  and  secondly,  the  claims  of  the  heirs  upon  him  which  are 
also  objected  to. 

The  claims  of  the  administrator,  as  presented  by  him  to  the 
commissioners,  are  as  follows,  viz : 

1.  Balance  of  his  account,  as  adjusted  and  settled  by  the 
probate  court  in  January  1820,  ^338,58. 

2.  Interest  on  the  same,  from  January  1830  to  the  pres- 
ent time,  262,51* 

3.  Certain  charges  for  services  subsequent  to  the  former 
adjustment  in  1820,  *  59,96. 


Windsor, 

Ftbruaty, 
18S6. 


Making  in  all  the  sum  of 


655,08. 
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WiNDBoa,  And  he  has  given  a  credit  of  309,00. 


i83e. 


'^Riz  Leaving  a  balance  of  ^346,08. 

Stofih-  which  was  allowed. 

The  appelants  object, 

1 .  To  the  allowance  ofinterest  on  the  former  balance  of  $332,58, 
upon  the  ground  that  an  administrator,  is  not  in  any  case  to  be  allow- 
ed interest  on  a  balance  due  to  him  from  the  estate.     But  we  are 
unable  to  perceive  any  good  reason  for  denying  interest  in  such  a 
case,  when  from  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  it  is  equitable.     It  is 
certainly  immaterial,  whether  interest  be  paid  to  the  administrator 
or  the  creditors  of  an  estate.     Cases  may  and  do  occur,  where  it 
becomes  necessary  for  the  administrator  to  advance  money,  to  pre- 
vent a  sacrifice  of  property  ;  and  where  this  is  done,  and  tbo  in- 
terest of  the  estate  promoted  thereby,  no  possible  reason  can  be 
assigned  why  the  administrator  should  not  receive  interest.     The 
only  ground  upon  which  it  can  be  refused,  is  an  unreasonable  and 
unnecessary  delay  on  the  part  of  the  administrator,  in  converting 
the  effects  into  money,  to  the  prejudice  of  the  estate.     When  such 
is  the  case,  there  is  a  very  satisfactory  reason  for  not  charging  an 
estate  with  the  accumulation  of  interest.     In  this  case,  it  appears 
that  the  balance  was,  or  at  least  might  have  been,  ascertained  in 
January  1824,  the  period  when  the  last  credits  were  made,  and 
when  the  administration  appears  to  have  been  closed,   except  so 
far  as  this  proceeding  is  concerned,  which  has  for  its  object  merely 
the  satisfaction  of  tiie  balance  due  the  administrator,  by  means  of 
a  sale  of  real  esute.     It  appears  that  certain  sums  due  the  estate 
were  not  realized  until  January  1824.     Up  to  this  time,  the  ad- 
ministrator might  reasonable  delay,  in  [expectation   of  receiving 
those  sums  in  satisfaction  of  his  debt,  and  his  sufiering  his  claim  to 
rest,  with  this  view,  in  preference  to  resorting  to  a  sale  of  real  es- 
tate, was  probably  for  the  advantage  of  the  estate,  and  ought  not 
to  prejudice  his  claim  for  interest.     We  tbererefore  allow  the  in- 
terest on  the  balance  due  in  January  1820  to  January  1824.     Bui 
from  this  period  down  to  February   1632,  when  this  proceeding 
was  instituted,  there  appears  to  have  been  no  steps  taken   by  tbe 
administrator  to  recover  this  balance,  nor  indeed  any  means  of  sat- 
isfying it,  except  by  sale,  a  sale  of  real  estate.    Why  tbe  adminb- 
trator  did  not  apply   for  an  order  of  sale,   during  this  period  of 
eight  years,  or  why   he  should  have  slept  upon  his  claim  until 
February  1832,  when  he  petitioned  for  a  sale  of  real  estate,  we 
are  not  informed.     In  the  absence  then,  of  all  excuse  for  this  de- 
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lay,  we  are  bound  to  consider  it  as  unnecessary  and  unreasonable,    T'l'""*'"' 
and  as  tending  to  the  prejudice  of  the  estate,  by  an  unnecessary        me, 
accumulation  of  interest.     We  therefore  allow  no  interest  for  tliis        ^'* 
period.     But  from  February  1832,  when  measures  were  taken  to      Smi.h. 
jrecover  the  balance,  to  the  present  time,  during  which  period  the 
collection  has  been  delayed  by  the  resistance  of  the  heirs,  interest 
is  allowed. 

The  next  objection  is  to  the  claim  for  services  rendered  subse- 
quent to  the  settlement  of  1820,  upon  the  ground,  that  the  object 
and  purpose  of  these  services  was  merely  to  realize  a  balance  sup- 
posed by  the  administrator  to  be  due  to  himself,  and  that  he  ought 
not  to  charge  the  estate,  for  services  rendered,  in  merely  prosecu- 
ting a  claim  of  his  own. 

This  claim  depends,  in  a  great  measure,  upon  the  result  of  the 
accounting.  If  the  administrator  has  pursued  a  groundless  claim, 
it  is  very  clear  that  he  ought  not  to  charge  his  services  upon  the 
estate.  But  if,  on  the  other  hand,  the  claim  be  well  founded,  and 
he  has  been  prevented  from  closing  his  trust  by  the  groundless  op- 
position of  those  interested  in  the  estate,  we  consider  his  services, 
in  bringing  the  matter  to  a  close,  as  necessaiy  and  proper,  and 
that  he  is  entitled  to  reasonable  compensation.  We  therefore  al- 
low the  claims  of  tho  administrator,  with  the  correction  in  the  par- 
ticular of  interest,  as  mentioned  above. 

We  come  now  to  the  claims  of  the  heirs  upon  the  administrator. 

These  are, 

1.  A  claim  for  sundry  dues  to  the  estate,  from  sundry  per- 
sons, claimed  to  have  been  received  by  said  adminis- 
trator and  never  credited,  ^48,99. 

2.  A  claim  for  the  amount  of  $138,16,  paid  to  said  ad- 
ministrator by  one  Kimball,  under  the  circumstances 
heretofore  mentioned,  138,16. 

3.  The  sum  of  $83,16,  as  an  error  in  the  former  settle- 
ment, 83,16. 

With  respect  to  the  first  of  these  claims,  it  may  be  disposed  of 
^  at  once,  upon  the  ground  that  the  commissioners  have  found,  that 
in  point  of  fact,  these  sums  were  never  received  by  the  adminis- 
trator. 

To  the  two  remaining  claims  it  is  objected, 

1.  That  they  are  not  properly  before  us  for  adjudication,  and 

2.  That  the  subject  is  concluded  by  the  decree  of  the   probate 
court  in  January  1820. 

These  items,  it  is  argued,  were  not  presented  to  the  probate 
courts  upon  the  occasion  of  the  adjustment  of  the  administrator's 
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WmMOE,    account,  and  the  decree  from  which  this  appeal  is  taken,  and  can 
^lias^*     n^U  >^  ^  insisted,  be  considered  here. 

»tix  The  question  then  is,  what   is  involved  in  ibis  appeal  ?     Prima 

Saiith.  facie  the  whole  account.  The  appeal  has  reference  to  the  result 
of  the  adjustment  below,  and  brmgs  before  this  court  every  thing 
which  is  involved  in  that  enquiry.  The  adjudication  below  is, 
that  a  certain  balance  is  due  to  the  administrator.  The  correct- 
ness of  this  adjudication  is  to  be  tested  by  an  examination  of  the 
whole  account,  and  the  appeal,  from  its  very  nature,  brings  the 
whole  subject  before  this  court,  to  be  decided,  not  upon  the]*  pre- 
cise evidence  there  exhibited,  but  upon  any  and  every  considera- 
tion which  is  legally  pertinent  to  the  issue.  We  are  not  restricted 
by  the  decision  of  the  probate  court,  nor  the  evidence  there  ex- 
hibited ;  but,  as  in  all  other  cases  of  appeal,  we  are  co  pltweed  to 
a  trial  de  novo^  upon  the  same  principles,  and  in  the  same  mode, 
as  if  no  adjudication  has  been  had  upon  the  subject ;  and  the  par- 
ty has  the  same  right  as  he  originally  bad  to  rely  upon  any  consid- 
eration, either  or  law  or  fact,  which  he  may  deen)  proper,  with 
this  only  restriction,  that  it  be  pertinent  to  the  issue. 

This  being  the  case,  we  can  not  separate  the  account  or  reject 
any  claim  which  may  have  a  bearing  upon  the  result ;  and  if  the 
claims  here  made,  are  well  founded  in  themselves,  it  is  no  valid  ob- 
jection to  them,  that  they  were  not  in  fact  presented  to  the  pro- 
bate court. 

The  next  objection  is,  that  these  claims  are  concluded  by  the 
adjustment  and  the  decree  of  the  probate  court  in  January   1820. 

The  claim  for  i{138,16,  arises  in  this  way.  It  appears  that  the 
intestate  Smith  was  treasurer  of  the  town  of  Royalton,  and  upon 
his  decease,  a  claim  in  behalf  of  said  town  was  presented  to  the 
commissioners  on  his  estate,  and  allowed  at  the  sum  of  $309,47 ; 
it  being  a  balance  of  certain  taxes  supposed  to  have  been  receiv- 
ed by  him  as  treasurer.  In  truth  however,  a  part  of  these  taxes 
have  never  been  collected,  but  were  afterwards  collected  by  the 
collector  and  paid  into  the  treasury,  and  thus  satisfied  to  tbe 
amount  of  $138,16,  the  claim  thus  allowed  to  the  town  against -^ 
the  estate  of  said  Smith.  Yet  upon  thp  settlement  in  1820,  tbe 
administrator  was  allowed  for  the  whole  sum  of  $309,47,  as  bav- 
•  ing  been  paid  by  him,  without  any  deduction  tor  said  sum  of 
$138,16,  thus  paid  by  the  collector. 

The  other  claim  for  $83,16  is,  in  substance,  a  claim  for  an 
over-credit  to  the  administrator  in  that  settlement.  It  is  alleged 
that  a  certain  claim,  allowed  and  reported  by  the  commissioners  at 
$84  dollars,  was  in  fact  but  84  cents  ;  and,  although  stated  in  the 
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eoromissioners  return  at  084  dollars,  was  paid  by  the  administra- 
tor at  84  cents  and  no  more  ;  and  that  it  was  entered  in  the  com- 
inissioners  report  ;  the  larger  sum  by  mistake,  and  in  consequence ' 
was  allowed  in  the  settlement  to  the  administrator  at  a  larger  sum 
than  84  cents  by  a  difference  of  £83, 16. 

Upon  this  statement  the  question  arises,  whether  these  claims 
are  barred  by  the  adjustment  in  1820.  It  should  be  remarked, 
that  the  sum  of  $138,16,  mentioned  above,  was  paid  in  to  the 
town  treasury  in  the  year  1816,  and  some  years  before  the  former 
settlement ;  so  that  these  (acts  might  then  have  been  taken  advan- 
tage of  to  reduce  the  credit  due  to  the  administrator  for  the  pay- 
ment of  the  claim  allowed  to  the  town. 

It  is  a  general  rule,  that  the  decision  of  a  court  of  competent 
jurisdiction,  unappealed  from  and  not  reversed,  is  conclusive  be- 
tween all  parties  to  the  proceeding,  upon  the  subject  matter  of  the 
adjudication.  And  this  rule  holds,  as  well  in  reference  (o  the  de- 
crees of  probate  court,  as  those  of  any  other. 

The  great  difficulty  on  this  point  has  been  to  determine,  how 
far  the  decision  of  that  court  is  conclusive  as  to  the  result,  or 
whether  it  is  conclusive,  only  as  to  the  precise  matter  adjudicated 
upon.  Thus,  in  this  case,  the  question  may  be  asked,  whether 
the  decree  of  the  probate  court  in  1320  is  conclusive  evidence, 
that  the  estate  was  indebted  to  the  administrator  in  the  sums  there 
stated,  or  is  it  conclusive  only,  as  the  particular  items  of  account, 
which  appear  from  the  record  tor  have  been  in  fact  considered  and 
adjudicated  upon. 

This  question  has  arisen  in  two  ways.  In  the  first  place,  it  has 
arisen,  in  a  proceeding  in  another  court.  As  in  case  of  a  suit  in 
the  common  law  courts,  upon  an  administrator's  bond,  alleging,  as 
a  breach,  his  not  having  accounted  for  effects  supposed  to  have 
come  fo  his  hands,  and  it  appeai-s  that  he  has  adjusted  his  account 
in  the  probate  court,  and  obtained  a  decree  for  a  specific  balance. 
The  question  in  &nch  case  arises,  whether  such  decree  is  a  bar  to 
the  suit.  Such  a  case  arose  in  Rutland  county  recently,  and  it 
was  held^  that  the  decree  was  not  conclusive  as  to  the  result,  but 
conclusive  only  of  the  matters,  which  appeaired  of  record  to  have 
been  adjudicated  upon — and  that,  if  the  administrator  had  receiv- 
ed money  &c.,  for  which,  through  fraud,  accident  or  mistake,  he 
had  not  accounted,  and  upon  which  the  probate  court  had  not  in 
feet  adjudicated,  it  might  be  recovered  by  suit  on  his  liond,  the  de- 
cree of  the  probate  court  notwithstanding.  For  myself,  I  should 
have  been  as  well  satisfied  had  the  decision  been  otherwise — and 

47 


WlMMOA, 

1836. 

et. 
Smith. 
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WmMOE,    had  It  been  held,  that  the  decree  was  conclusive,  as  to  the  ultinoate 

^uSe!^*     balance,  so  long  as  it  remained  in  force,  like  the  adjudication  of  a 

Rix        court  of  law  in  the  action  of  account.     This  would  have  driven 

Saitb.       the  prosecutor  into  the  probate  court,  and  secured  to  that  court 

the  exclusive  jurisdiction,  in  the  first  instance,  over  this  subject  of 

accounting,  where  1  think  it  properly  belongs. 

Another  way  in  which  the  question  arises,  is  in  a  subsequent  pro- 
ceeding in  the  probate  court ;  and  here  the  question  is,  how  far  is 
that  court  bqund  by  its  previous  adjudications. 

On  the  one  hand,  it  seems  necessary  to  treat  such  previous  ad- 
judication, as  conclusive  to  a  certain  extent,  otherwise  the  proceed- 
ing Vould  be  nugatory.  It  will  not  answer  to  hold,  that  every 
thing  connected  with  the  settlement  of  an  estate  is,  of  course,  open 
to  litigation,  so  long  as  any  cognizance  can  be  taken  by  that  court, 
of  the  concerns  of  the  same  estate. 

On  the  other  hand,  it  is  indispensible  to  the  purposes  of  justice, 
that  the  probate  court,  like  every  other  court  of  extensive  jurisdic- 
tion, should  possess  the  power,  to  a  certain  extent,  of  revising  and 
correcting  its  own  proceedings. 

This  object  is  effected  in  the  common  law  courts,  by  writ  of  er- 
ror, petition  for  new  trial,  &c.  But  those  proceedings  being  un- 
known in  the  probate  court,  there  seems  to  be  no  other  mode  of  at- 
taining the  object,  but  to  concede  to  it  the  power  of  acting  in  a  sum- 
mary way,  upon  due  application  for  that  purpose.  So  long,  how- 
ever as  the  decree  remains  in  force,  it  is  equally  conclusive  upon 
that  court,  as  upon  other  courts  when  drawn  in  question  elsewhere. 
It  is  conclusive  upon  all  matters  actually  adjudicated  upon,  but  not 
as  to  matters  not  presented  nor  considered.  This  rule  is  analo- 
gous to  that  which  obtains  elsewhere.  A  judgment  of  this  court 
is  conclusive  so  long  as  it  remains  in  force,  notwithstanding  the 
power  of  the  court  to  grant'a  new  trial.  The  only  mode  of  as- 
sailing it  or  evading  its  conclusive  effect,  is  through  the  direct  ac- 
tion of  the  court  upon  it,  in  some  mode  allowed  by  law,  for  the 
purpose  of  annulling  or  reversing  it. 

So  it  is  with  the  probate  court.  Its  own  sentence  or  decree  is 
conclusive  upon  it,  to  the  extent  already  mentioned,  until  by  some 
proper  application  its  action  is  called  directly  to  annulling  or  cor- 
recting its  decree. 

To  apply  these  principles  to  the  present  case.  The  decree  of 
the  court  made,  upon  the  adjustment  of  the  administrators  account 
in  January  1820,  is  still  in  force.  The  claims  in  question  were 
directly  and  specially  acted  upon  on   that  occasion.      The   pay- 
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meDts  were,  in  both  instances,  allowed  to  the  administrator,  and    W»imioi, 
the  effect  of  the  evidence,  in  this  case  is  merely  to  shew,  that  the        im^' 
decision  was  wrong,  and  that  the  credit  given  to  the  administratori        ^" 
on  that  occasion^  should  have  been  for  a  less  sum.     Had  the  pay-      Bmith. 
ment  of   the  135   dollars  been  subsequent  to  that  decision,  the 
case  would  be  different,  but  having  been  previous,  it  furnished 
matter  of  defence  to  the  administrator's  claims,  and  not  having 
been  set  up,  the  parties  are  concluded  by  that  decree,  so  long  as  it 
remains  in  force. 

Admitting  the  power  of  the  probate  court  to  overhaul  the  de- 
cision, still  it  is  not  competent  for  us  to  do  so,  on  this  occasion. 
The  subject  is  not  properly  before  us.  This  proceeding  origin- 
ates in  an  application,  on  the  part  of  the  administrator,  to  settle  an 
account  accruing  subsequent  to  the  settlement  in  1820.  He  pro- 
duced to  the  probate  court  two  claims,  which  being  allowed,  the 
heirs  take  an  appeal.  In  this  court,  they  file  objections  to  his 
claim,  the  subject  is  referred  to  commissioners,  and  then,  in  the 
first  instance,  the  claims  of  the  appellant  are  presented. 

The  proceeding  appealed  from  was  a  mere  supplemental  pro- 
ceeding. Nothing  was  before  the  probate  court  but  such  part  of 
the  administrator's  account  as  had  accrued  since  the  former  settle- 
ment ;  and  although  the  appeal  brought  the  subject  before  us  pre- 
cisely as  it  stood  there,  yet  it  brought  with  it  no  legitimate  enquiry, 
as  to  the  correctness  of  the  former  decision,  because  no  such  en- 
quiry was  involved  in  the  proceeding  below.  It  was  already  res 
adjudicata.  We  cannot  now  overhaul  that  decree,  and  we  are 
not  at  liberty  to  hold,  that  an  appeal  from  a  mere  supplemental 
accounting,  involves  an  investigation  of  the  justice  or  propriety  of 
the  anterior  proceedings  of  that  court.  Before  we  can  be  called 
upon  to  make  such  an  investigation,  the  subject  must  be  brought 
before  that  court,  its  action  obtained,  and  the  subject  brought  here, 
by  appeal  from  a  direct  determination  upon  the  point. 

We  consider  then,  that  the  previous  decree  of  the  probate  court 
adjudicating  specifically  upon  the  subject,  the  same  being  in  full 
force,  is  conclusive  upon  the  occasion  ;  that  no  enquiry  into  the 
correctness  of  the  decree  was  involved  in  the  proceeding  below,  or 
brought  hither  by  the  appeal. 

The  item  of  ^84  dollars  appears  to  have  been  allowed  by  the 
commissioners  against  the  estate,  and  also  allowed  to  the  adminis- 
trator by  the  probate  court.  The  last  allowance  was  in  1820,  and 
the  former  as  early  probably  as  1815.  We  are  now  called  upon 
to  overhaul  and  virtually  reverse  these  allowances,  after  a  lapse  of 
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February, 
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Rix 

VB. 

Smith. 


fifteen  or  twenty  years.  Were  the  subject  properly  before  us,  we 
should  hesitate  to  open  to  fresh  litigation  a  subject  which  has. been 
so  long  at  rest. 

There  is,  it  must  be  adraitted,  a  strong  apparent  equity  in  these 
claims  in  behalf  of  the  heirs.  But  strong  as  it  is,  we  cannot  as- 
sume the  responsibility  of  disregarding  the  most  salutary  and  firm- 
ly established  rules  of  law,  and  establishing  a  precedent  of  such 
dangerous  tendency. 

The  order  of  sale  is  therefore  afBrmed,  and  the  report  of  the 
commissioners,  corrected  upon  the  grounds  here  furnished,  and 
judgment  accordingly. 
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ORANGE  COUNTY, 
February  Term,  1836. 


Prisknt.  Hon.  STEPHEN  ROYCE. 

"  SAMUEL  S.  PHELPS.  .  .^^.^^  j^^i^^^ 
••  JACOB  COLLAMER,  M»«*'fl"'  Ju»Ue€9, 
"      ISAAC  F.  REDFIELD. 


■•}■ 

D.    J 


Hannah  Corliss  v«.  George  W.  Corliss.  Oeanoi, 

FibrManf^ 
When  two  deeds  of  the  lame  land  ue  executed  by  A  to  B,  at  or  near  the  same  *^^' 
time,  for  the  same  consideration,  and  for  the  same  parpoee,  of  the  same  ten. 
or,  bat  of  different  dates,  and  before  either  deed  is  recorded,  or  any  fbrther 
conreyanoe  made  or  lien  created,  B  gives  up  to  A  the  deed  last  executed,  to 
be  cancelled,  the  other  deed  is  not  operative  between  the  parties,  without 
some  now  agreement  to  give  it  efiect, — something  tantamount  to  a  new  de. 
livery.  But  if  A  takes  away  and  destroys  said  last  executed  deed,  without 
the  consent  or  authority  of  B,  the  other  deed  shall  be  allowed  to  take  effect, 
and  be  recorded. 

Notice  of  an  unrecorded  deed  is  equivalent,  as  against  those  having  such  no. 
tice,  to  a  record  of  the  deed. 

When  a  division  is  ordered  by  a  court  of  probate  between  the  estate  of  a  testa- 
tor or  intestate,  and  the  real  eatate  of  another  person,  in  pursuanee  of  the 
84th  section  of  the  probate  act  of  A.  D.  1821,  if  the  committee  appointed  tQ 
make  such  division  give  the  notice  to  such  person,  which  is  required  by  that 
section,  and  rfler wards  proceed  to  make  the  division,  their  report,  when  ac 
cepted  by  said  court,  if  no  appeal  is  taken,  becomes  binding  and  conclusive 
upon  such  person,  though  the  previous  notice  required  by  the  second  provi- 
so to  that  section  be  omitted. 

Ejectment  for  ten  acres  of  land  in  Bradford,  claimed  by  the  plain- 
tiff as  dower  in  the  estate  of  Jacob  Corliss,  ber  late  husband.— 
Plea,  the  general  issue. 

The  cause  was  submitted  to  the  jury  on  the  following  testimony : 

It  was  conceded  that  both  parties  derived  title  and  claimed  un- 
der Emerson  Corliss. 

The  plaintiff,  in  support  of  the  issue  on  her  part,  read  to  the  ju- 
ry a  deed  from  Emerson  Corliss  to  her  late  husband,  Jacob  Corliss, 
dated  December  11th,  1828,  acknowledged  the  same  day,  and  re- 
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CorliM 

CorliM. 


corded  the  19tb  of  May,  1831 ,  conveying  to  said  Jacob  Corliss 
one  half  of  the  farm  in  Bradford,  on  which  the  said  Emerson  Cor^ 
liss  then  lived,  including  the  land  in  dispute.  She  also  proved  the 
defendant  in  possession. 

In  further  support  of  said  issue  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  she 
offered  to  read  in  evidence  to  the  jury,  a  copy  of  the  records  of  the 
probate  court,  for  the  district  of  Bradford,  of  the  assignment  of  the 
land  in  dispute,  to  her  as  her  dower, — a  copy  of  the  records  of  the 
prior  proceedings  of  said  court,  and  the  original  warrant  to  the  com- 
mittee of  division. — ^To  the  admission  of  all  which,  the  defendant 
objected,  and  offered  to  prove  by  the  judge  of  probate^and  regis- 
ter, that  before  the  issuing  of  the  order  of  division  and  assignment 
of  dower,  no  notice  in  fact  was  ever  given  to  the  defendant,  or  any 
others  interested  in  said  division. 

It  was  conceded  that  the  defendant  then  owned  one  undivided 
half  of  said  farm,  and  that  he  was  then  in  actual  possession  of  the 
same.  Which  evidence  of  the  judge  and  register  aforesaid,  was 
rejected  by  the  court,  and  the  objection  to  the  probate  records  and 
proceedings  overruled,  and  said  records  admitted. — ^To  which  re- 
jection and  admission,  the  defendant  excepted. 

The  defendant,  in  support  of  the  issue  on  his  part,  read  in  evi- 
dence to  the  jury  a  deed  duly  executed,  from  Emerson  Corliss  to 
himself,  dated  May  Idth,  1826,  acknowledged  on  the  14tb  of  the 
same  month,  and  recorded  on  the  16ih  of  the  same  month,  convey- 
ing the  undivided  half  of  said  farm. 

The  defendant  then  read  in  evidence  to  the  jury  another  deed 
from  Emerson  Corliss  to  himself,  of  one  undivided  half  of  the  farm 
said  Emerson  Corliss  then  lived  on,  dated  April  6th,  1831,  ac- 
knowledged the  same  day,  and  recorded  the  9th  of  April,  A.  D. 
18^31,  duly  executed,  and  including  the  land  in  question. 

The  defendant,  in  farther  support  of  said  issue  on  his  part,  ad- 
duced evidence  tending  to  prove,  that  said  Emerson  Corliss  was, 
on  the  execution  of  his  deed  to  defendant,  the  6th  of  April,  1831, 
and  for  more  than  twenty  years  before  bad  been,  in  actual  posses- 
sion of  the  premises. 

The  defendant,  in  farther  support  of  the  issue  on  his  part,  read 
in  evidence  to  the  jury,  a  mortgage  deed  of  said  premises,  from 
himself  to  the  said  Emerson  Corliss,  dated  April  6th,'  1831,  ac- 
knowledged the  same  day,  and  recorded  April  6th,  1831,  condi- 
tioned as  follows : 

*^  Provided  nevertheless,  and  the  condition  of  this  deed  is  such, 
that  if  the  said  Geo.  W.  Corliss  shall  well  and  truly  pay  or  cause 
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to  be  paid  at  the  decease  of  the  said  Emerson  Corliss  and  his  wife     Orangb, 
Mehitabel  Corliss,  the  following  sums,  to  wit :  twenty-five  dollars        usfi^' 
to  Mehitabel  Corliss,  fifty  dollars  to  Harriet  B.  Powers,  and  twen-       Coriiii 
ty-fi?e  dollars  to  Milo  Jackson  Corliss,  son  of  said  Geo.  W.  Cor- 
liss, which  sums  are  to  be  paid  in  good  saleable  neat  stock,  and 
that  said  Emerson  Corliss  shall  have  possession  of  the  above  prem- 
ises  during  his  natural  life,  then,  and  in  that  case,  this  deed  to  be 
null  and  void-— otherwise,  to  be  and  remain  in  full  force  and  virtue." 

The  plaintifT,  in  farther  support  of  the  issue  on  her  part,  introdu* 
ced  evidence  tending  to  prove,  that  on  the  1 1th  of  December,  A. 
D.  1828,  the  deed  from  Emerson  Corliss  of  that  ddte  was  ex«>cu- 
ted,  acknowledged,  and  delivered  to  said  Jacob  Corliss  ;  and  that 
soon  after,  (the  same  or  next  day,)  another  deed  of  precisely  the 
same  tenor,  but  dated  May  13th,  A.  D.  1826,  was  duly  executed 
by  said  Emerson  Corliss  to  the  said  Jacob,  for  the  purpose  of  ena- 
bling the  said  Emerson  Corliss  to  procure  a  pension,  as  a  revolu- 
tinary  soldier  ;  and  also,  testimony  tending  to  prove,  that  the  de- 
fendant had  notice  of  the  existence  of  both  these  deeds,  at  or  about 
the  time  they  were  executed,  and  at  other  times,  before  he  receiv- 
ed his  deed*  That  the  said  Jacob,  in  two  instances,  offered  to 
mortgage  the  lands  deeded  him  by  Emersoti  Corliss,  to  secure 
debts  he  was  owing ;  but  no  mortgage  was  given.  No  evidence 
was  given  tending  to  prove  that  these  offers  to  mortgage  were 
known  to  the  defendant,  or  Emerson  Corliss.  The  plaintifiT  also, 
to  explain  the  fact  of  the  premises  being  suffered  to  remain  in  said 
Emerson's  possession,  and  said  deeds  unrecorded — offered  evi- 
dence tending  to  prove,  that  just  before  the  deed  under  which  plan- 
tiff  claimed  was  recorded,  the  plaintiff  got  the  witness  to  inquire  of 
Emerson  Corliss  if  he  could  give  the  $200,  as  had  been  talked  of. 
Witness  had  understood  they  were  offended  at  the  said  Emer- 
son's taking  the  deed,  and  he  was  to  give  $200  for  so  doing  ;-^ 
when  the  said  Emerson  telling  the  witness  to  mind  his  own  busi- 
ness, the  said  administratrix  soon  after  caused  the  said  deed  to  be 
recorded,  and  the  premises  to  be  appraised  and  inventoried. 

The  defendant  introduced  evidence  tending  to  prove,  that  both 
of  the  aforesaid  deeds  from  Emerson  Corliss  to  Jacob  Corliss  were 
made  on  the  same  consideration,  at  or  near  the  same  time,  for  the 
same  purpose,  and  on  the  s«me  trust,  and  so  understood  belween 
the  parties:  that  after  the  deed  of  1828  was  made,  something  was 
said  about  altering  the  date  of  it  to  1826;  but  it  was  thought  best 
to  make  a  new  deed,  and  date  it  in  1826,  and  a  new  one  was  made, 
and  that  this  was  done  the  better  to  enable  the  said  Emerson  Cor- 
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liss  to  get  his  pension ;  and  that  Jacob  Corliss,  in  his  life-tiine,  nev- 
er took  possession  of  said  land,  under  said  deeds,  or  claimed  to  own 
^the  same ;  and  that  the  plaintiflT,  who  was  administratrix  on  the  es- 
tate of  the  said  Jacob,  did  not  inventory  said  land  as  belonging  to 
the  estate  of  the  said  Jacob,  or  take  any  notice  of  said  ]and»  as  a 
part  of  the  said  Jacob's  estate  :  That  when  the  plaintiff  presented 
her  final  account  as  administratrix  for  settlement,  which  was  about 
the  19th  of  May,  A.  D.  1831,  she  procured  said  deed  from  Emer- 
son Corliss  to  Jacob  Corliss  recorded  :  That  Jacob  Corliss  died 
with  a  lingering  disease,  in  October,  1830 :  That  in  June,  A.  D. 
1830,  Jacob  Corliss,  then  being  confined  to  his  house,  with  the 
disease  with  which  he  died,  gave  up  to  Emerson  Corliss  the  deed 
dated  13th  May,  A.  D.  1826,  to  be  cancelled,  and  it  was  cancel- 
led ;  and  the  said  George  W.  Corliss  saw  it  in  the  said  Elmersoii's 
possession,  immediately  after  it  was  taken  up,  and  saw  it  burned ; 
he,  the  said  Emerson,  still  remaining  in  possession  of  the  premises, 
on  the  6th  day  of  April,  A.D.  1831,  executed  the  deed  before 
mentioned  to  the  defendant. 

The  plaintiff  also  introduced  evidence  tending  to  prove,  that  lh« 
said  Emerson  fraudulently  obtained  the  said  deed  of  May  1826, 
from  the  wife  of  said  Jacob,  and  carried  it  off  and  destroyed  it, 
without  consent  of  the  said  Jacob's  wife,  and  without  the  consent 
or  knowledge  of  the  said  Jacob. 

Whereupon,  the  counsel  for  the  defendant  requested  the  court 
to  charge  the  jury,  first,  that  if  they  believed  that  the  two  deeds, 
to  wit,  the  deeds  from  Emerson  Corliss  to  Jacob  Corliss,  one  dated 
May  1826,  and  the  other  in  December,  1828,  were  executed  up^ 
on  the  same  consideration,  and  for  the  same  purpose,  and  upon 
the  same  trust,  and  so  understood  between  the  parties,  the  giving 
up  of  the  deed  of  1826,  by  Jacob  Corliss  to  Emerson  Corliss,  to 
be  cancelled,  placed  the  title  of  the  land  in  question  in  Emerson 
Corliss;  and  that  the  deed  of  1828,  remaining  in  Jacob's  posses- 
sion, was  a  mere  nullity,  and  cannot  be  used  to  support  the  plain- 
tiff's title :  Secondly,  that  if  the  jury  find  that  the  said  George  W. 
Corliss  had  notice  of  the  deeds  to  Jacob  Corliss,  about  the  time 
they  were  executed,  still  he  is  entitled  co  recover  in  this  case,  if 
the  jury  find  that  said  Jacob  Corliss  did  not  in  his  tire-time  record 
his  said  deed  or  deeds,  or  take  possession  of  said  land,  or  claim  title 
to  the  same ;,  and  that  the  said  Hannah,  as  administratrix  on  his 
estate,  did  not  inventory  said  land,  or  claim  the  same  as  belonging 
to  said  estate,  until  after  the  defendant's  deed  was  executed,  deliv- 
ered and  recorded :  Thirdly,  that  from  the  length  of  time  the  deeds 
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to  Jicob  Corliss  remained  uorecorded»  connected  with  the  fact  that 
no  possession  of  the  land  was  taken,  or  claimed  by  [virtue  of  said 
deeds,  the  defendant  might  well  presume  either  that  they  had  been 
cancelled,  or  that  the  estate  had  been  re-conveyed,  or,  that  for  some 
cause,  they  were  invalid,  and  so  understood  by  the  parties :  Fourth- 
ly, li  the  jury  find  that  the  defendant  had  notice  of  the  execution 
of  the  two  deeds  to  Jacob  Corliss,  when  he  took  his  deed,  and  no- 
tice also  that  they  were  given  for  the  same  consideration,  and  for 
the  same  purpose,  and  upon  the  same  trust,  and  that  the  deed  of 
1826  had  been  by  the  said  Jacob  given  up  to  be  cancelled,  before 
he  took  his  deed,  he  is  entitled  to  recover  in  this  suit.  And  if  he 
had  notice  of  only  one  deed,  and  knew  that  that  had  been  given 
up  to  be  cancelled,  before  he  took  his  deed,  he  is  entitled  to  re- 
cover. 

Whereupon,  the  court  charged  the  jury  zs  first  requested  by  the 
counsel  for  the  defendant,  but  refused  to  charge  as  secondly ^  /Atrd- 
fy  and  yburM/y  requested  ;  but  did  give  in  charge,  among  other 
things,  the  following,  viz :  As  the  defendan  thas  the  eldest  record 
title,  the  jury  will  first  inquire  whether  defendant  had  notice  of  the 
existence  of  the  plaintiff's  deed  of  December  11,  18^8,  before  he 
took  his  deed  of  April  6th,  1831  :  If  the  jury  are  not  satisfied  that 
defendant  had  such  notice,  the  defendant  will  be  entitled  to  a  ver- 
dict :  If  the  jury  are  satisfied  that  the  defendant  had  such  notice, 
their  next  inquiry  would  be,  whether  the  deed  of  May  13th,  1836, 
from  Emerson  Corliss  to  Jacob  Corliss,  was  given  up  to  be  can- 
celled, by  Jacob  Corliss,  or  by  his  authority  :^  If  the  jury  find  it 
was  not  so  delivered  up,  then  the  plaintiff  will  be  entitled  to  recov- 
er, if  the  jury  also  find  that  defendant  had  notice  of  said  deed  of 
December  11th,  1828;  but  if  the  jury  find  that  said  deed  of  May 
13tb,  1826,  was  given  up  to  be  cancelled,  as  aforesaid,  then  it  will 
be  necessary  for  them  to  inquire  whether  both  deeds,  that  is,  the 
deed  of  May  13th,  1826,  and  that  of  December  llth,  1828,  were 
f;iven  for  the  same  cause,  and  with  the  same  intent ;  and  if  the  ju- 
ry find  that  they  were  so  given,  then  the  giving  up  of  one  of  said 
deeds  to  be  cancelled,  would,  in  law,  render  the  other  invalid,  un- 
less the  jury  find  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the  parties  that  the 
one  retained  and  not  given  up,  should  be  and  remain  operative 
and  valid  ;  but  the  giving  up  one  to  be  cancelled,  unexplained, 
would  render  the  other  void. 

With  respect  to  the  said  Jacob's  deeds  remaining  so  long  unre- 
corded, and  the  said  Emerson's  continuing  in  possession  of  the 
premises,  the  court  gave  in  charge  to  the  jury,  that  these  facts  did 
43 
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Okamm,     not,  in  point  of  law,  render  said  deeds  invalid  ;  but  that  they  were 
iSe?'     proper  to  be  considered  by  the  jury,  together  with  the  other  evi- 
CoriiM      dence  in  the  case,  with  the  view  of  ascertaining  whether  said  deeds 
Coriiit.       were  originally  void,  or  whether,  if  originally  valid,  they  were  af- 
terwards given  up  to  be  cancelled. 

The  counsel  for  defendant  excepts  to  said  charge,  and  to  the 
neglect  of  the  court  to  charge  as  requested ;  and  to  the  adnaissioa 
and  rejection  of  the  testimony  before  mentioned. 

The  proceedings  of  the  probate  court,  which  relate  to  the  set- 
ting out  of  dower  to  the  plaintiff,  are  as  follows : 

<'  In  Probate  Court,  holden  at  Bradford  in  said  District,  on  the 
last  Tuesday,  being  the  dlst  day  of  May,  A.  D.  1831 — Hannah 
Corliss,  Administratrix  on  the  Estate  of  Jacob  Corliss,  late  of  Brad- 
ford, deceased,  makes  return  of  the  following  additional  inventoiy 
of  the  estate  of  said  deceased,  viz : 

^<  To  the  Honorable  the  Court  of  Probate  for  the  Disuict  of 
Bradford — Hannah  Corliss,  Administratrix  on  the  Estate  of  Jacob 
Corliss,  late  of  Bradford,  deceased,  represents,  That  since  the  re- 
turn made  to  this  Court  by  the  Committee  of  Appraisal  of  the  In- 
ventory of  the  Estate  of  said  deceased,  she  has  discovered  the  fol- 
lowing described  Real  Estate,  belonging  to  said  deceased,  not  em- 
braced in  the  Inventory  of  the  Committee,  which  she  now  returns 
to  said  Court  as  belonging  to  said  Estate,  viz : — Being  the  same 
land  deeded  by  Emerson  Corliss,  by  his  deed  dated  the  1 1th  day 
of  December,  A.  D.  1828,  being  an  undivided  moiety  or  half  of 
about  sixty  acres  of  land,  on  which  Emerson  Corliss  and  George 
W.  Corliss  now  live,  in  said  Bradford.  $450  00 

"HANNAH  CORLISS,  Adminutrdirix. 
"May  31,  1881. 

"  Which  said  return  of  inventory  is  accepted  and  ordered  to  be 
recorded.  SIMEON  SHORT,  Register:' 

"  And  in  Probate  Court,  holden  as  aforesaid  at  Bradford  in  said 
District,  on  the  31st  day  of  May,  A.  D.  1831 — Hannah  Corliss, 
widow  of  Jacob  Corliss,  late  of  said  Bradford,  deceased,  makes  ap- 

Elication  for  Dower  to  be  set  off  to  her,  out  of  the  Real  Estate  of 
er  late  husband :  And  it  is  ordered  by  said  Court,  that  Dower  be 
set  off  to  her  out  of  said  Estate  ;  and  thereupon,  Geo.  W.  Pricb- 
ard  and  Andrew  B.  Peters,  Esqs.,  of  said  Bradford,  are  appointed 
a  Committee  for  that  purpose,  and  a  warrant  in  due  form  of  lawta* 
sued  to  them." 

"  State  of  Vermont,  >  The  Hon.  William  Spencer,  Judge  of 
Bradford  Disirici  ss.  5  the  Probate  of  Wills,  &c.  in  said  District. 
To  Andrew  B.  Peters  and  George  W.  Prichard,  Esqs.,  of  Brad- 
ford in  said  District,  all  Freeholders Greeting. 

"Pursuant  to  the  power  and  authority  to  me  given,  in  and  by  the 
laws  of  the  Stat«  aforesaid,  I  do  hereby  appoint  and  authorize  you 
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aComoiicteeto  appraise  all  the  Real  Estate  whereof  Jacob  Corliss^ 
late  of  Bradford  aforesaid,  be.  deceased,  died  seized  and  posses- 
sed 10  said  estate,  each  piece  and  parcel  by  itself,  at  the  present" 
true  value  thereof  in  lawful  n:oney,  all  in  words  at  length  :  and  if 
said  estate,  or  any  part  thereof,  be  in  common,  or  undivided  with 
the  real  estate  of  any  other  person,  you  are  first  to  sever  and  divide 
the  estate  of  said  intestate  from  the  estate  with  which  it  lies  in  com- 
moD  as  aforesaid,  giving  timely  notice  to  all  persons  interested,  to 
be  present  if  they  see  cause.  When  you  have  perfected  your  in- 
veolory,  you  are  to  set  off  to  Hannah  Corliss,  the  said  deceased's 
widow,  one  full  third  part  of  the  said  estate  (so  as  may  be  conve- 
nient for  her)  for  her  dower  or  ibirds,  during  her  natural  life ;  and 
what  you  so  set  off,  you  are  to  describe,  by  plain  and  lasting  metes 
and  bounds,  that  so  confusion  may  be  prevented  upon  the  reversion 
of  the  dower.  You  are  to  be  under  oath  faithfully  to  perform  this 
service  ;  and  when  you  have  performed  the  same,  you  are  to  make 
return  of  this  warrant,  with  your  doings  thereon,  into  the  Probate 
Office  lor  the  District  aforesaid,  as  soon  as  ihay  be. 

^' Given  under  my  band  and  seal  of  office,  at  Bradford,  in  the 
District  of  Bradford,  this  31st  day  of  May,  A.  D.  1831. 

"  By  order  of  the  Judge,  SIMEON  SHORT,  Register.'' 

"State, OF  Vermont,  )     Bradford,  October  3d,  A.  D.  1831. 

Orange  County  ss.  )  '''^^  above  named  Andrew  B.  Peters  and 
George  W.  Prichard  personally  appeared,  and  made  oath  that  they 
would  faithfully  perform  the  services  assigned  them  by  the  forego- 
iog  warrant. 

"Before  me,  JOHN  M'DUFFIE, 

"Justice  of  the  Peace.'* 

"  And  in  Probate  Court,  holden  at  Vershire  in  said  District,  on 
the  last  Tuesday,  being  the  25th  day  of  October,  A.  D.  1831 — 
The  Committee  heretofore  appointed  to  set  off  Dower  to  the  wid- 
ow Hannah  Corliss,  of  Bradford,  in  said  District,  out  of  the  Real 
Estate  of  her  late  husband,  Jacob  Corliss,  deceased,  make  their 
return,  which  being  accompanied  with  their  warrant,  and  a  certifi- 
cane  of  their  being  duly  sworn  according  to  law,  is  accepted  and  or- 
dered to  be  recorded,  and  is  as  follows,  viz : 

«  Pursuant  to  a  warrant  to  us  directed  by  the  Hon.  the  Probate 
Court  for  the  District  of  Bradford,  we,  the  subscribers,  having  been 
sworn  agreeably  to  the  directions  of  the  said  warrant,  did  attend  to 
the  duties  of  our  appointment,  on  Monday,  the  third  day  of  Octo- 
ber, and  were  shown  the  farm  now  in  the  occupancy  of  George 
W.  Corliss,  and  were  shown  a  deed  of  one  half  of  said  farm  from 
Emerson  Corliss  to  Jacob  Corliss.  We  did,  on  said  day,  notify 
said  George  W.  Corliss  that  we  were  directed  to  set  off  one  half 
of  said  farm  to  the  estate  of  said  Jacob  Corliss,  and  were  by  him 
forbid  to  enter  the  premises.  We  then  did  appraise  the  one  half  of 
said  farm  at  three  hundred  seventy-five  dollars,  and  did  divide  it 
as  follows,  to  wit :    Set  off  to  the  estate  of  Jacob  Corliss,  twenty- 
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one  acres  of  land,  on  the  west  side  of  said  farm,  and  is  all  of  said 
farm  west  of  a  line,  beginning,  fcc.  We  set  oflF  to  Geo.  W.  Cor- 
■  liss  thirty  acres,  as  may  be  seen  in  the  plan  as  surveyed  by  J.  M'- 
Duffie,  Esq.,  and  is  annexed.  We  also  set  off  ten  acres  on  the 
east  side  of  said  farm,  as  follows; — ^To  Hannah  Corliss,  the  widow 
of  Jacob  Corliss,  for  her  dower  or  third  thereof,  amounting  to  the 
sum  of  one  hundred  and  twenty- five  dollars. 
"Dated  at  Bradford,  October  3d,  1831. 


"  A  true  record. 


"ANDREW  B.  PETERS,  >  p^^.,. 
"GEO.  W.  PRICHARD,  J:^'''""**^'^^- 

Attest, 


SIMEON  SnOKVy  Register: 


Verdict  and  judgment  having  passed  for  the  plaintiff,  and  the 
defendant's  exceptions  having  been  duly  certified  and  allowed,  the 
the  cause  was  removed  into  this  court. 

Vpham  for  the  defendant. — ^The  first  question  in  this  case  ari- 
ses upon  the  decision  of  the  county  court  in  admitting  in  evidence 
a  copy  of  the  records  of  the  probate  court  for  the  district  of  Brad- 
ford. This  copy  of  record,  we  insist,  was  improperly  admitted  in 
evidence  to  support  the  issue  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff. 

It  is  a  well-settled  rule,  and  one  founded  upon  the  first  princi- 
ples of  natural  justice,  that  no  proceedings  should  be  had  affecting 
the  life,  liberty  or  prosperity  of  an  individual,  who  has  not  bad  no- 
tice of  such  proceedings,  and  an  opportunity  to  defend  himself.—* 
2  Stark.  Ev.  977. 

The  defendant,  in  this  case,  complains  that  proceedings  have 
been  had  affecting  his  property,  of  which  he  has  bad  no  notice ; 
and  that  such  proceedings  were  admitted  in  evidence  against  him 
upon  the  trial  of  this  cause  in  the  court  below. 

The  84th  section  of  the  probate  act  declares,  in  substance,  that 
when  any  real  estate  that  is  to  be  assigned  to  any  widow  for  dower, 
shall  be  in  common,  and  undivided  with  the  real  estate  of  any  oth- 
er person,  the  probate  court  may  order  the  committee  to  make 
such  division,  to  sever  and  divide  the  testator's  or  intestate's  estate 
from  the  estate  with  which  it  lies  in  common;  and  such  committee 
shall  give  timely  notice  to  all  persons  interested,  to  be  present  if 
they  see  cause :  And  such  divisions  so  made  and  accepted  by  said 
couYt,  shall  be  binding  upon  all  parties.  Then  comes  the  follow- 
ing proviso,  viz :  "  That  before  such  order  shall  issue,  it  shall  be 
shown  to  such  court,  that  all  persons  interested,  or  their  attornies 
within  this  state,  have  been  notified  of  the  application  for  such  or- 
iet. — Stat.  351. 

Now  it  appears  from  the  bill  of  exceptions,  that  the  order  of  the 
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probate  court  for  the  division  of  the  real  estate  \n  queston^   issued 
without  any  previous  notice  ^whatever.     And  for  this  reason,  the  _ 
whole  record  should  have  been  excluded  as  improper'evidence  in 
the  case. — French  vs,  Hoyi,  6  N.  H.  Rep.  3T0 — Rathbun  vs. 

Miller,  6  John.  R.  281 vs.    Neilson,  3    John.  R.  474. 

In  the  case  of  the  heirs  of  Moses  Robinson,  (1  D.  Chip.  Rep. 
357,)  the  court^set  aside  a  decree  of  the  judge  of  prohate/ ordering 
a  distribution  of  certain  real  estate  among  the, heirs,  and  also  the 
decree  of  the  judge  approving  of  theWid  distribution  and  division, 
because  the  heirs^  to  said  estate  were  not  notified  to'appear^before 
the  judge  and  show  cause,*  if  any  they  had,  why  such  order  of  dis- 
tribution should  not  be  nnade.  The  statute  under  which  the  judge 
proceeded  in  making  the  order  of  distribution  in' the  case  last  cited, 
did  not  direct  notice  to  be  given  before  making  the  order. — Smith 
vs.  Rice,  11  Mass.  R.  507 — Clapp  vs.Beardsley,  1  Aik.R.  168— 
14  Mass.  R.  222. 

In  the  case  of  Sally  Downing,  decided  by  this  court,  in  this 
county,  in  1832,  a  decree  of  the  probate  court,  assigning  her  per- 
sonal property  out  of  her  deceased  husband's  estate,  was  set  aside 
because  it  was  made  without  notice  to  the  heirs.  The  statute  re- 
quires no  notice  before  the  assignment  of  personal  property  to  a 
widow,  fet  the  court  ruled,  upon  general  principles,  that  it  was 
necessary.  If  the  doctrine  of  the  cases  cited  is  sound,  a  new  trial 
should  be  granted  in  this  case  upon  the  ground  that  illegal  evidence 
was  admitted  in  the  court  below. 

Again  :  We  say  the  record  of  the  probate  court  should  have  been 
excluded,  because  it  did  not  show  a  legal  division  of  the  real  estate 
in  question.  It  appears  from  the  report,  that  the  plaintiff's  dower 
was  not  taken  from  that  portion  of  the  land  set  off  to  the  estaAe^of 
Jacob  Corliss. — Vide  record  of  division.  '     ^ 

The  county  court  refused  to  charge  the  jury  as  requested  by  the 
defendant,  and  in  this  we  insist  there  was  no  error.  We  were  en- 
titled to  a  charge  according  to^our  second  request. 

Surely,  if  Jacob  Corliss  neglected,  for  the  two  years  he  lived  af- 
ter the  execution  and  delivery  of  the  deeds  in  question,  to  procure 
either  of  them  recorded,  or  to  take  possession  of  the  land  convey- 
ed, or  to  claim  title  thereto  by  virtue  of  the  aforesaid  deeds,  and  bis 
widow,  who  was  administratrix  on  his  estate,^neg!ected  to  invento- 
ry said  land,  or  claim  the  same  as  part  of  her  deceased  husband's 
estate,  the  defendant  might  safely  conclude  that  the  deeds  were  in- 
valid for  some  cause,  and  purchase  the  land  from  his  father,  Em- 
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Omnoi,     erson  Corliss,  and  hold  agauut  the  piaiatiff,  ootwithstaodiog  she 

U8^*    subsequently  procured  the  deed  to  her  husband  to  be  recorded. — 

'    CoriM        Vide  Farnsworth  vs.  ChUds,  4  Mass.  R,  637— PKm/  vs.  Bic€^ 

CtriiM*      1  Pick.  R.  164 — Wendallvs,  VanRenesselacry  1  John.  Chan.  R. 

344^Croyt  vs.  Townsend^  AdmW,  3  Desau.  225,  230— Aoier. 

Chan.  Dig.  216,  36  No. — Jackson  vs.  Qivens  et  aL  8  John.  R. 

ISl—McMechanvs.  Grifing,3Pick.R.  149— Cushing vs. Hurd, 

4  Pick.  R.  253. 

The  doctrine  of  the  court  in  Farnsworth  vs.  CInlds,  fully  sup- 
ports the  position  we  have  taken  in  this  case.  In  that  case,  John 
Farnsworth  deeded  the  premises  to  Isaac  Farnsworth,  on  the  II th 
of  June,  1805.  The  deed  was  not  recorded  until  October,  1807. 
James  Brazer,  who  two  years  afterwards  attached  the  premises  as 
John  Farnsworth's  property,  knew  of  the  execution  of  the  deed, 
and  actually  read  it,  and  on  the  13th  of  June,  1805,  being  a  ma- 
gistrate, took  the  acknowledgement  of  it.  In  June,  1807,  John 
Farnsworth  still  remaining  in  possession  and  occupying  the  premis- 
es, but  for  Isaac's  use,  James  Brazer  and  his  partner  extended  an 
execution  on  the  premises  as  the  property  of  John  Farnsworth,  and 
took  possession  under  their  levy.  Isaac  Farnsworth  then  brought 
his  action  of  trespass  against  Childs,  who  cut  the  hay  as  servant  of 
James  Brazer  and  partner.  Ch.  J.  Parsons,  in  delivering  the  opin- 
ion of  the  court,  said,  "  We  are  willing  to  construe  the  words  of 
**  the  statute  liberally,  to  guard  against  fraud,  but  not  to  the  injury 
"of  a  second  purchaser.  If  the  grantee  had  entered  into  posses- 
"  sion,  the  notice  of  the  prior  conveyance  must  have  been  consid- 
**  ercd  as  a  continuing  notice.  But  where  the  grantor  remains  in 
"  possession  for  a  long  time,  during  which  the  grantee  might  have 
''recorded  his  deed,  but  does  not  do  it,  it  would  be  unreasonable 
"  to  defeat  the  subsequent  title  of  a  judgment  creditor  by  imputing 
''  to  him  fraud  ;  because  he  might  well  presume  from  the  length  of 
"  time  that  the  deed  had  remained  unrecorded,  either  that  it  was 
''  not  bona  fide,  or  that  it  had  been  cancelled,  or  that  the  estate 
''  had  been  re-conveyed ;  and  if  the  first  purchaser  sufiers,  it  is  ow- 
"ing  to  bb  own  neglect." 

This  doctrine,  we  consider  to  be  sound.  And  in  our  third  re- 
quest to  the  county  court  to  charge,  we  desired  the  judge  so  to 
declare  it  to  the  jury  ;  but  he  refused. 

Our  fourth  request  to  charge,  was  also  passed  over  by  the  coun- 
ty court,  without  notice. 

We  now  insist  that  if  the  defendant  had  notice  of  the  two  deeds 
from  ElmersoQ  Corliss  to  Jaeob  Corliss,  at,  or  near  the  time  of  their 
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excfcution,  and  also  notice  that  they  were  given  for  the  same  consid-  S^^*** 
oration,  and  for  the  same  purpose,  and  upon  the  same  trust,  and        isae 

personal  knowledge  that  the  deed  dated  in  1826  bad  been  given  up  ^^^ 

to  be  cancelled,  before  be  took  his  deed,  be  is  entitled  to  recovery  CoriiM. 
in  this  action ;  and  the  jury,  in  the  court  below,  should  have  been 
so  instructed. 

Nutting  for  the  plaintiff, — Defendant's  first  exception  is  to  the 
decision  of  the  court,  admitting  the  probate  records  containing  no 
evidence  of  notice  to  defendant  of  application  for  an  order  of  sev- 
erance. 

This  decision  of  the  court  ought  to  be  sustained  for  the  follow- 
ing reasons,  viz : 

The  proviso  of  the  statute,  on  which  the  objection  is  taken,  is 
merely  directory;  and  compliance  with  a  directory  statute  is  not  a 
iine  qua  non. — Vid.  Stat.  p.  350 — Hale  vs.  McLaugMinfBmj. 
R.  219,  Stat.  207 — Marriage  Act,  Stat.  p.  261. 

Duty  of  courts  to  distinguish  between  those  parts  of  a  statute 
which  constitute  its  e««ence,  and  those  iherely  directory. — 1  Swift's 
Dig.  13. 

No  possible  benefit  could  accrue  to  the  defendant  from  being 
notified  of  the  application  for  an  order.  (The  court  will  observe 
it  is  *^  application  for  such  order ^^^  not  application  for  the  appoint- 
ment of  commissioners.) 

Defendant  could  not  resist  it.  The  court  must  make  the  order.— 
(Stat.  p.  350.)  iHay  means  shall. — (1  Sw.  Dig.  13.)  Nor  could 
he  have  a  voice  in  appointing  the  commissioners.  They  are  ap- 
pointed by  the  court  before  the  application  for  the  order  of  seve- 
rance.—Stat,  p.  350. 

A  compliance  with  this  proviso  of  the  statute  would  necessarily 
require  some  such  process  as  this,  viz : 

The  widow  applies  for  dower. 

The  court  appoint  commissioners  to  set  it  off. 

Those  commissioners  discover  that  the  estate  lies  in  common 
with  that  of  some  other  person. 

Those  commissioners,  or  some  one  else,  makes  appUeation  for 
an  order  of  severance. 

Those  commissioners,  or  some  one  else,  gives  notice  of  such 
application  to  all  interested. 

On  this  notice  being  shown  to  the  court,  no  matter  how,  or- 
der of  severance  is  made. 

The  commissioners  again  give  notice^  and  proceed  to  sever  and 
set  off  the  dower. 
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OftAMov.         Was  this  process  ever  adopted?  Was  it  ever  thought  of?    What 

^mS7'     possible  benefit  could  result  from  its  adoption  ? 

""cljTiirt  No  notice  is  required  by  our  statute^  of  the  application  for  an  or- 

Oortwfc       der  of  severance  between  heirs  or  legatees,  nor  between  a  widow 

and  heirs  or  legatees — (Stat.  p.  349  and  350.)     Why  should  it  be 

in  this  ? 

It  will  be  said  the  supreme  court  once  decided  that  such  notice 
was  necessary. — D.  Chip.  R.  p.  357. 

"A  hasty  decision,  whether  reported  or  not,  if  it  will  not  bear 
examination,  and  leads  to  great  and  manifest  inconveniencies,  may 
be  orerru/ed."— 4  Vt.  R.  433. 

This  decision  of  the  court  ought  to  be  sustained  for  this,  viz  : — 
Such  has  been  the  practice  ever  since  the  passing  of  this  act :  and 
"a  long  uninterrupted  practice  under  a  statute,  is  evidence  of  its 
construction.^^ — 4  Vt.  R.  428,  Skinner  et  aL  vs.  Watson  et  aL — 
Aik.  Forms,  345—4  Vt.  R.  460. 

"  The  probate  court  having  jurisdiction  of  the  subject  matter,  the 
issuing  of  the  order  must  be  considered  to  have  been  on  regular 
previous  proceedings." — Collard  vs.  Crane,  Brayt.  19 — Smith, 
AdmWy  vs.  Bumham  et  ah,  1  Aik.  93 — Levereti  vs.  Harris,  7 
Mass.  R.  29a. 

This  statute  does  not  direct  tchat  notice,  nor  how  it  shall  be 
shown  to  the  probate  court. 

The  decree  of  the  probate  court  ratifying  this  severance,  is  a 
judgment  of  a  court  having  competent  jurisdiction,  and  therefore  is 
conclusive  till  reversed  or  annulled. — 1  Swift,  752-3-4. 

In  Sheldon  vs.  Bush,  (1  Day,  170,)  the  court  decided  that  "a 
decree  of  a  probate  court  is  conclusive  till  disaffirmed  on  appeal,  or 
set  aside  in  due  course  of  law,  and  cannot  be  inquired  into  collate- 
rally."—3  Dane,  523. 

.  This  defendant  was  a  party  to  this  judgment  or  decree  of  the 
probate  court.  He  was  duly  notified  by  the  commissioners. — Vide 
Probate  Records. 

If  he  was  dissatisfied  with  the  decree,  he  shouM  have  appealed : 
otherwise,  the  decree  is  conclusive  against  him. — Stat.  p.  333—  4 
Vt.  R.  620. 

If  he  was  not  notified,  he  might  have  htou^t  Audita  Quaerela, 

What  benefit  would  result  from  excluding  this  record? 

Defendant's  second  exception,  that  the  court  excluded  parol  er- 
dence — that  no  notice  of  application  for  an  order  of  severance  was 
given  to  defendant.     This  evidence  was  not  oflFered  to  the  jury  on 
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the  merits,  but  to  the  court  on  the  admission  of  the  probate  record ;  Chunex, 
tbereferey  no  cause  for  setting  aside  the  verdict.  It  was  property  iST^' 
rejected  on  several  grounds.  CoSS 

1.  Notice  not  necessary.  Coriiw. 

2.  The  judgment  of  the  probate  coutt  unappealed  frore,*could 
not  be  attacked  collaterally. 

3.  The  evidence  offered  was  of  such  a  nature  that  the  court 
saw  that  the  witness  coirid  not  testify. 

4.  The  evidence  offered  was  to  negative  a  fact  which  had  not 
been  averred  nor  attempted  to  he  f  roved:  therefore,  impertineni. 

Defendant's  third  exception  is  to  the  charge  of  the  court,  and  the 
neglect  of  the  court  to  charge  as  he  had  requested.  Defendant 
fiist^^com plains  that  the  court  neglected  to  charge,  that  plaintiff's 
neglect  to  record  the  deed  and  take  possession  of  the  land,  from 
Decemb^  11th,  18^,  to  April  6ih,  1831,  was  per  se  suffi- 
cient to  entitle  him  to  a  verdict,  and  this,  as  matter  of  law,  indepen- 
dent of  any  elplanation  which  was  or  could  be  made ! 

Evidence  to  estplain  these  facts,  in  this  case,  Jacob's  offe^  to 
mortgage  the  land — His  sickness  and  death. 

Sanerson  Corliss'  proposals  to  re-purchase  of  administratrix. 

These  facts  were  proper  to  go  to  the  jury  as  evidence  of  fraud  ; 
and  so  the  court  charged. 

Defendant's  third  request  to  the  court — same  in  sufastance  as  the 
second,  and  already  answered. 

Defendant's  fourth  request— same  as  his  first,  except  the  latter 
clause,  viz :  "  If  defendant  had  notice  of  only  one  deed,  and  knew 
that  had  been  given  op  to  be  cancelled  before  he  took  his  deed, 
he  is  entitled  to  recover."  The  court  so  charged  in  substance  and 
efiect. 

Defendant  contended  and  proved,  that  he  tciiew  of  the  deed  of 
May  1826,  and  saw  it  burnt ;  and  the  court  twice  expressly  char- 
ged the  jury  that  unless  they  find  that  defendant  had  notice  of  the 
deed  of  December  1828,  tliey  must  find  for  the  defendant. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 
RoTCE,  J. — ^The  case  involves  two  principal  inquiries: — 1st, 
Whether  the  premises  sued  for  were  part  of  the  estate  of  Jacob 
Corliss^  deceased : — 2,   Whether  they  were  legally  set  out  to  the 
plaintiff,  as  dower  in  that  estate. 

The  first  question  depends  on  the  deed  from  Emerson  Corliss  to 
the  said  Jacob  Corliss,  dated  December  11th,  A.  D.  1828.  If 
that  deed  was  valid  and  operative  betweeen  the  parties  to  it,  and 

49 


Digitized  by  VjOOQ IC 


CASES  IN  THE  SUPREME  COURT 

Okumc,  likewise  with  reference  to  the  defendant,  it  made  a  good  title  in  the 
1838*^*  estate  of  the  grantee.  The  case  discloses  several  circumstances 
^^^^      calculated  to  excite  suspicion  as  to  the  intended  validity  of  the 

Cm^im,  deed;  such  as  the  occasion  on  which  it  was  executed,  when  the 
main  object  of  the  grantor  appears  to  have  been,  to  qualify  himself 
for  receiving  a  pension ; — the  absence  of  all  proof  showing  a  valu- 
able consideration  paid  for  the  conveyance ; — the  continued  posses- 
sion and  enjoyment  of  the  land  by  the  grantor; — the  silence  of  Ja- 
cob Corliss  as  to  this  newly  acquired  estate,  and  his  neglect  to  pro- 
cure eitiier  of  his  deeds  recorded*  But  it  also  appears,  that  Ja- 
cob Corliss  and  the  defendant  were  the  two  sons  of  the  grantor, 
who  bad  already  deeded  one  half  of  his  farm  to  the  defendant, 
and  yet  retained  possession  ; — that  for  most  of  the  lime,  after  the 
execution  of  said  deeds,  Jacob  Corliss  was  in  feeble  and  declining 
health ;  and  that  on  a  few  occasions,  he  manifested  a  claim  to  the 
land,  by  offering  to  mortgage  it.  All  these  circumstances  were 
proper  for  the  consideration  of  the  jury,  when  passing  upon  the  ori- 
ginal intention  of  the  parties.  And  as  they  appear  to  have  been 
correctly  submitted  with  that  view,  the  verdict  has  established  the 
fact  that  an  actual  conveyance  was  intended.  The  jury  were  fur- 
ther instructed,  (in  pursuance  of  our  decision  in  this  cause  on  a 
fomer  occasion,)  that  if  the  deed  between  the  same  parties,  dated 
May  13th,  A.  D.  1826,  was  executed  at,  or  soon  after  the  time  of 
executing  that  of  December  11th,  A.  D.  1828,  on  the  same  con- 
sideration and  trust,  and  for  the  same  purpose ;  or,  in  other  words, 
was  intended  as  a  substitute  for  it,  the  giving  up  of  said  deed  of 
A.  D.  1826  by  Jacob  Corliss,  to  be  cancelled,  would  leave  the  oth- 
er deed  inoperative,  without  some  new  agreement  to  give  it  force 
and  effect, — something  tantamount  to  a  new  delivery  of  it.  But 
that  if  Emerson  Corliss  obtained  the  deed  of  A.  D.  1826  from  the 
possession  of  Jacob  Corliss  without  his  authority  or  consent,  the 
deed  of  A.  D.  1828  should  be  treated  as  in  force  against  Emerson 
Corliss,  and  against  the  defendant  also,  provided  he  had  notice  of 
its  existence  before  receiving  his  deed  from  Emerson  Corliss,  da- 
ted April  6th,  A.  D.  1831.  Under  this  charge  the  jury  must  have 
found,  that  Emerson  Corliss  possessed  himself  of  the  deed  of  A .  D. 
1896  wrongfdly,  or  that  there  was  an  agreement  to  set  up  the  deed 
of  A.D.  1828.  And  as  the  case  makes  no  mention  of  any  evidence 
tending  to  show  such  agreement,  the  verdict  must  be  taken  to  have 
established  the  other  fact. 
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The  deed  of  A.  D.  1323,  thus  appearing  to  be  operative  as 
against  Emerson  Corliss,  it  remains  to  be  considered  with  reference  *^"isiir^ 
to  the  defendant.  He  seems  to  have  liad  seasonable  and  repeated  Om}a§B 
notice  that  such  a  deed  existed  ;  and  the  fact  of  notice  is  also  con«-  c«fii«b 
clusively  implied  in  the  verdict.  But  he  contends  that  his  deed-of 
A.  D.  1831  ought,  under  the  circumstances,  to  prevail  orer  the 
deed  of  A.  D.  1828,  though  he  acted  with  notice.  It  b  insisted 
that  the  facts  to  wliich  I  have  alluded,  and  especially  the  neglect 
of  Jacob  Corliss  to  take  possession  of  the  premises  conveyed,  or  to 
place  his  deed  upon  record,  furnished  a  presumption  against  the  va- 
lidity of  his  title,  upon  which  the  defendantj  as  a  subsequent  pur- 
chhser,  had  a  right  to  rely.  We  have  no  rule  of  law  which  requires 
a  deed  to  be  recorded  within  any  fixed  period,  or  within  what  would 
be  deemed  a  reasonable  time  in  reference  to  other  business  transac- 
tions, to  render  it  effectual  as  to  those  who  have  knowledge  of  its 
existence.  Neither  do  we  regard  a  change  of  possession,  ^n  the 
case  of  real  estate,  as  legally  essential  to  the  safety  of  the  grantee. 
Still,  as  great  negligence  in  these  respects  may  become  the  occasion 
of  deception  and  injury,  some  principle  of  the  kind  contended  for 
should  doubtless  be  recognized,  as  a  just  qualification  of  that  on 
which  the  plaintiff  proceeds,  that  notice  of  an  unrecorded  deed  is 
equivalent  to  a  record  of  the  deed.  As  one  who  purchases  with 
knowledge  of  a  previous  conveyance  to  another  is  generally  charge- 
able with  fraud,  so,  on  the  other  hand,  to  give  effect  to  a  deed  which 
has  long  remained  unrecorded,  may  sometimes  operate  as  a  fraud, 
even  upon  persons  having  notice  of  such  deed.  But  since  our  law 
has  not  prescribed  the  time,  nor  defined  the  att?nding  circumstan- 
ces necessary  to  render  these  neglects  of  the  grantee  injurious  and 
fraudulent,  the  court  below  were  clearly  justified  in  refusing  to 
charge  upon  this  point  as  requested  by  the  defendant's  counsaL 
The  question  was  one  of  fraud  and  imposition  in  fact,  and  not  of 
presumed  or  constructive  fraud.  Unless  the  conduct  of  Jacob  Cor- 
liss was  sufficient,  under  all  existing  circumstances,  to  crei^te  a  rea- 
sonable and  full  belief  in  the  defendant,  that  the  deed  of  A.  D.  1838 
never  took  effect,  or  that  the  title  under  it  had  become  extinguisl^ 
ed,  the  facts  embodied  in  the  request  could  in  no  way  operate  to 
his  advantage.  And  even  then,  as  that  deed  is  found  to  have  been 
valid  between  the  original  parties,  and  as  notice  to  the  defendant 
was  tantamount  to  a  record  of  the  deed,  the  effect  of  the  evidence 
would  be,  rather  to  show  a  fraudulent  and  unjust  use]of  ajegal  title 
by  the  plaintiff,  than  to  invalidate  the  title  itself.  Under  such  cir- 
sumstances,  it  is  usual  to  resort.to  a  court  of  equity,  whk:h  is  corn- 


Digitized  by  VjOOQ  IC 


388  CASES  IN  THE  SUPREME  COURT 

^i^l^l^  petent  io'set  aside  or  restrain  a  legal  title,  when  attempted  to  be 
I8»s.  enforced  in  violation  of  honesty  and  good  feitb.  It  is  only  in  Mas- 
^w!*"  sachusetts,  and  other  stales  possessing  no  court  of  distinct  and  au- 
CoHiM.  perior  equity  jurisdiction,  that  1  find  this  particular  species  of  de- 
fence sustained  at  law. 

But  the  fipets  relied  upon  were  by  no  means  entitled  to  the  infla- 
ence  daimed  (or  them.  There  is  no  reason  to  believe,  that  the  de- 
fendant's opinion  was  materially  affected  by  the  continued  posses- 
s)(»  of  Emenon  Corliss,  or  by  the  omission  of  Jacob  Corliss  to  re- 
cord his  deed.  The  time  was  quite  too  short  to  justify  any  fixed 
conclusion  from  either  of  those  circumstances.  On  the  contrary,  as 
the  defendant  had  seen  the  deed  of  A.  D.  18^  in  tiie  hands  of  Em- 
erson Corliss,  and  had  witnessed  its  destruction,  he  was  probably 
induced  to  purchase  from  mistaken  apprehensions  as  to  the  manner 
of  getting  up  tthat  deed,  or  as  to  the  legal  effect  of  destroying  it. 

The  question,  whether  the  defendant  should  be  regarded  as  a 
purchaser  for  valuable  consideration,  and  as  such  entitled  to  impeach 
the  deed  of  A.  D.  1828,  as  a  mere  voluntary  conveyance,  has  not 
been  raised  in  argument,  and  will  therefore  be  passed  without  com- 
ment. 

The  result  is,  that  the  title  to  the  undivided  half  of  the  premises 
demanded,  became  perfect  in  the  estate  of  Jacob  Coriiss. 

The  remaining  questions  in  the  case  arise  under  the  84th  section 
of  the  probate  act  of  A.  D.  1821. — It  is  there  enacted,  <*Tbat 
when  any  real  estate,  devised  by  will,  or  claimed  by  heirs,  that  is 
required  to  be  divided  among  legatees,  or  heirs,  or  that  is  to  be  as- 
signed to  any  widow  for  dower,  shall  be  m  common,  and  undivided 
with  the  real  estate  of  any  other  person,  the  probate  court  may  or- 
der the  committee  appointed  to  make  such  division,  to  sever  and 
divide  the  testator's  or  intestate's  estate  from  the  estate  with  which 
it  lies  in  con)mon ;  and  such  committee  shall  give  timely  notice  to 
all  persons  interested,  to  be  present,  if  they  see  cause ;  and  such 
division,  so  made  and  accepted  by  such  court,  shall  be  binding  up- 
on all  parties."  Then  follows  a  proviso,  directing  guardians  to  be 
appdnted  for  infants,  persons  nan-composy  be,  and  agents  for  per- 
sons out  of  the  state,  who  are  interested  in  either  of  the  estates  to 
be  afiected.  And  this  is  directed  to  be  done^fore  the  divisioo  is 
made.  The  second  proviso  is  as  follows :  <'  That  before  such  or- 
der shall  issue,  it  shall  be  shown  to  such  court,  that  all  persons  in- 
terested, or  their  attornies  within  this  state,  have  been  notified  of 
the  application  for  such  order." 

It  is  contended,  as  one  ground  for  impeacfa'mg  the  probate  pro- 
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eeedingSy  that  a  full  division  between  the  estate  of  Ja6ob  Corliss  and    J^J^^' 
the  defendant  was  not  mede,  and  that  the  land  in  qu^tion  does  not       isae.  ' 
appear  to  have  been  set  to  the  estate.    But  we  thmk  the  report  of     ^m!^ 
the  committee,  rightly  construed,  furnishes  an  answer  to  this  objec-      coHi*. 
tioB.     That  they  considered  themselves  required  to  make  a  divis- 
ion of  the  whole  farm,  appears  very  clearly  from  their  nociee  ib  the 
defendant.    They  eommenced  by  setting  off  te  the  defendant  thir- 
ty acres,  being  one  half  of  the  entire  tract  to  be  divided,  ami  ihtn 
severed  to  the  estate  of  Jacob  Corliss  another  tract  of  twenty  ^tei. 
It  is  true,  that  the  remaining  ten  acres  are  not  in  terms  set  to  the 
estate ;  but  they  are  set  to  the  plaintiff,  sis  the  widow  of  Jacob  Cor- 
lissy  to  be  held  by  her  as  dower.     This  conclusively  sfaoili^  tiMit 
they  treated  the  ten  acres  as  severed  from  th^  defendant's  land, 
and  as  part  of  the  estate  of  Jacob  Corliss. 

A  more  important  objection  arises  under  the  second  proviso, 
above  recited.  The  defendant  has  a  right  to  allege,  that  the  war- 
rant to  the  committee  was  issued  without  the  notice  contem^IaMl 
in  that  provision.  It  was  apparent  to  the  probate  court  that  dow- 
er was  to  be  taken  in  this  form,  and  that  the  defendant  or  Emer- 
erson  Corliss  had  an  undivided  estate  in  the  farm.  And  though, 
in  terms,  the  plaintiff's  application'  was  merely  for  dower,  and  ndt 
for  a  division  between  the  estate  and  third  persons,  yet  such  a  di- 
vi8k>o  was  manifestly  necessary,  to  effect  the  object  of  her  applica- 
tion. In  substance,  therefore,  it  was  an  application  as  well  for  a 
division  with  the  defendant,  as  for  the  setting  out  of  dower.  It  was 
a  case,  in  short,  within  the  obvious  meaning  of  that  enactment. 

The  requirement  of  this  preliminary  notice  was  intended  to  se- 
cure to  those  whose  interests  were  to  be  affected,  an  opportunity 
to  appear  and  be  heard  in  the  probate  court,  as  to  the  legality  and 
expediency  of  the  division,  and  as  to  the  fitness  of  the  committee. 
And  as  this  privilege  may  often  be  of  great  benefit,  I  am  not  dis- 
posed to  treat  the  requirement  as  merely  directory.  Nor  is  the  dif- 
ficulty removed,  by  simply  insisting  on  the  jurisdiction  of  the  pro- 
bate court  over  the  subject  matter,  and  the  consequent  oonclusive- 
n'ess  of  it9  final  decree.  For  this  view  of  the  subject  b  counter- 
acted by  the  consideration,  that  to  conclude  the  rights  of  a  person 
by  any  proceeding  of  a  judicial  nature,  to  which  he  was  not  a  party, 
and  against  which  he  could  not  defend,  is  repugnant  to  the  first 
principles  of  justice.  Notice  is  so  essentially  necessary,  that  with-  , 
out  it  such  proceedhigs  are  uniformly  held  to  be  void,  except  in  ca- 
M«  wekere  the  statute  has  provided  specific  means  of  relief.  So  fer 
has  t^  principle  been  carried,  that  such  proceedings  have  fl^uent- 
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OiLAMwi,     ly  been  adjudged  void  for  want  of  notice,  even  where  none  was  ex- 
18S6.       pressly  directed  by  statute. — Robinton  vs.  Robinson^  1  D.  Chip. 
CoriiM      R^  357— CAotc  vs.  Hathaway,  14  Mass.  R.  222. 
Coriiaf.  But  though  chis  proviso  does  not  strictly  belong  to  that  class  of 

statutory  enactments  which  are  merely  directory,  yet  we  consider 
that  a  failure  to  comply  with  it  has  not  rendered  these  proceedings 
void.  The  committee  were  required  by  their  warrant  to  give  the 
defendant  notice,  which  they  did.  This  was  a  notice  expressly  en- 
joined by  the  84th  section,  and  the  defendant  acted  at  his  peril  io 
disregarding  it.  By  that  notice  he  became  so  &r  a  party  to  the 
proceeding,  that  he  had  a  right  to  attend  the  committee  while  roa- 
'  king  the  division,  and  an  opportunity  to  contest  their  report.     He 

'  also  had  a  right,  [under  the  7th  section  of  the  act,  to  appeal  from 

the  probate  decree  accepting  the  report.— iSAiMMsray Vs.  Shumway, 
2  Vi.  JR.  339. 

It  is  true  he  had  lost  the  benefit  of  the  previous  notice  which 
th^  proviso  requires,  and  for  that  cause  might  doubtless  have  pro- 
cured the  whole  proceedings  vacated  on  appeal.  But  having  neg- 
lected to  avail  himself  of  these  rights,  he  ought  how  to  be  bound 
by  the  decree.  He  should  be  considered  as  having  waived  all  ad- 
vantage from. this  defect.  Justice  and  convenience  seem  to  de- 
mand this  result.  It  is  far  better  that  he  should  submit  to  some 
possible  injustice  in  the  division,  than  be  allowed  in  this  collateral 
manner  to  avoid  it. 

Judgment  of  county  court  affirmed. 


^JJJJ^'  David  Warden  w.  Denison  R.  Burnham. 

^  Anumpiit  can  be  siMtained  only  by  that  per«on  from  whom  the  consideration 
moves,  and  who  has  the  beneficiaJ  interest  in  the  contract. 

This  was  an  action  of  assumpsit  in  five  counts.  The  first  count 
declared  in  substance  that  the  defendant  tc^ether  with  the  plain- 
tiff, David  Warden,  Andrew  Warden  and  William  Warden  had 
been  co-partners  in  trade  and  that  they  had  dissolved  partnership, 
and  the  defendant  had  assigned  all  the  debts  and  claims  to  the 
three  said  Wardens ;  that  among  these  claims  was  one  against  EJK- 
za  Doe  in  account ;  that  the  defendant  in  consideration  that  said 
David  would  discount  and  deduct  from  said  account  of  Eliza  Doe 
the  sum  of  seventy-one  dollars  and  forty  cents  promised  to  p«j 
him  said  sum  on  demand,  that  the  said  David  did  so  discounc  and 
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deduct;  but  the  defendant  has  refused  to  pay  said  sum.    The  sec-     nlA^"*^ 

ood  count  alleged  that  the  plaintiff  had  such  account  against  said isss 

Eiisa,  and  that  ht  made  such  discount  at  defendant's  request^  &c.     ^^^^^ 
The  third  count  alleged  that  the  plaintiff  had  paid  said  sum  to  said 
Eliza  at  the  defendant's  request,  and  he  promised  to  pay,  &c.     The 
fourth  count  was  for  money   paid,  laid  out  and  expended.    The 
fifth  was  for  money  had  and  received. — Plea,  the  general  issue. 

This  cause  came  to  the  county  court  by  appeal.  On  the 
trial  there  the  plaintiff  gave  evidence  tending  to  prove,  that  be- 
fore December  1830,  the  defendant  together  with  David,  Andrew 
and  William  Warden  were  copartners  tn  trade,  and  had  a  book 
account  of  more  than  one  hundred  dollars  amount  against  Eliza 
Doe,  that  this  account  together  with  all  the  other  claims  of  the 
firm,  were  by  the  defendant  assigned  and  belonged  to  David,  An- 
drew and  William  Warden.  In  December  1830,  the  defendant 
sent  by  Mrs.  Doe  his  written  order,  in  the  following  words : — 

"  Mr.  David  Warden, 

Please  deduct  sixty -seven  dollars  and  ninety -nine  cents  of  Eli- 
za Doe's  account  and  charge  the  same  to  me. 

D.  R.  BURNHAM. 

December  17,  1830. 

**  Add  three  dollars  and  seventy-two  cents  as  interest  to  the 
above.  D,  R.  BURNHAM." 

This  was  delivered  by  her  to  the  plaintiff,  who  had  the  charge 
of  the  accounts,  and  the  plaintiff  thereon  allowed  said  amount  to 
Mrs.  Doe  on  her  account.  No  other  testimony  was  given,  and 
thereon  the  county  court  instructed  the  jury  that  upon  this  evi- 
dence the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  recover.  The  jury  returned 
a  verdict  for  the  defendant,  and  the  plaintiff  filed  exception,  and 
the  cause  passed  to  this  court. 

Underwood  for  plaintiff*  The  question  in  this  case  is,  did  the 
county  court  correctly  instruct  the  jury  ?  Or  rather,  did  the 
evidence  oflered  by  the  plaintiff  tend  to  prove  the  declaration,  the 
plea  being  non-assumpsit  ? 

The  jury  are  to  try  the  issue  joined  and  no  legal  evidence  offer- 
ed tending  to  prove  the  issue  on  either  side  can  be  rejected  by  the 
court,  neither  can  the  court,  in  such  case, direct  the  jury  to  find  for 
one  party,  or  the  other,  though  the  declaration  or  plea,  traversed^ 
be  insufficient  in  law. — Barney  vs.  Bliss^  2  Aik.  60. — French 
vs.  'i  hompsony  6  Vt.  R.  59.  The  evidence  in  this  case  was  not 
rejected  on  account  of  variance,  nor  could  it  be,  as  it  clearly  ten- 
ded to  prove  the  declaration.     Why  then  should  the  court  direct 
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Ommoi.     the  jury  to  reUiiv  a  verdict  for  derendant  ?     It  was  the  peculiar 
i8se.  '     province  of  the  jury  to  weigh  the  evidence  and  determine  whetb*^ 


Warden      er  it  Satisfactorily  proved  the  deelaratioo.     If  it  did,  they  should 
Bimhain.     have  been  instructed  to  find  for  the  plaintiff.     But  plaintiff  con- 
tends, the  court  assumed  that  properly  belonging  to  the  jwry^  and 
decided  what  should  have  been  lelt  to  their  determination. 

But  if,  as  the  case  stood  before  the  jury,  the  question  could  have 
pcoperly  arisen,  whether  the  action  could  be  sustained  in  the  name 
of  the  present  plaintiff  (which  indeed,  seems  to  have  'been  made 
the  taming*question,  by  the  court,)  the  plaintiff  iusists,  theaetionis 
pfioperly  brought  in  his  namer 

Tlie  action  on  a  contract  must  be  brought  in  the  name  of  the 
party,  In  whom  the  legal  intereit  ie  vested. — 1  East.  497. — 8  T. 
R.  832.-1  Saund.  153,  note  1.— 1  Chit.  PI.  p.  2.  To  whom 
is  defendant  legally  liable  to  pay  the  amount  of  the  order  ? 
He  drew  the  order  on  plaintiff.  The  contract  was  made  with 
plaintiff,  as  the  order  shows.  None  others  than  the  plaintiff  asd 
defendant  were  parties  or  privies  to  this  arrangement,  and  being 
made  to  plaintiff  solely,  it  matters  not  whose  is  the  benefit.  A 
bond  made  to  A  to  pay  him  or  a  third  person  for  the  benefit  of  tbe 
latter,  A  must  have  the  action. — 1  Chit.  PI.  3. — 7  East.  148. 
When  a  contract  not  under  seal  is  made  with  A,  to  pay  him  for 
the  use  of  B,  A  alone  can  sustain  the  action. — 1  B.  &  P.  98. 

In  the  case  on  trial,  though  Andrew  and  William  Warden  may 
be  considered  as  being  beneficially  interested  in  the  contract  made 
to  plaintiff  by  defendant,  yet  plaintiff  shall  properly  bring  the  action. 

Again  a  contract  not  under  seal,  is  made  with  A  to  pay  B.  A 
orB  may  sustain  the  acdon.-^16  East.  370. — I  B.  &P.  101.— 3 
B.  &  P.  149. — 1  Chit.  PI.  4.  In  this  case,  should  the  considered 
as  made  to  plaintiff  to  |'pay  him,  Andrew  &  William  Warden,  up- 
on the  above  principle,  plaintiff  or  all  three  may  support  the  ac- 
tion*. The  same  principle  is  recognized  in  Boardman  vs.  Keeler^ 
2  Vt.  R.  67,  and  Hilliker  vs.  Loop,  5  Vt.  R.  120-1,  and  cases 
there  cited.  A  person  holding  a  check  or  note  payable  to  bearer 
as  mere  agent,  may  sue  in  bis  own  name,  and  it  does  not  lie  in 
the  mouth  of  the  opposite  party  to  object  his  want  of  interest.-**- 
7  Cow.  R.  Marvin  vs.  Lamb,  n4,  cited  Chit.  PI.  7.  n.  2.  It 
is  said  the  promise  will  be  intended  to  have  been  made  to  tbe  par- 
ty from  whom  the  consideration  moved.  This,  however,  is  mere- 
ly a  rule  of  construction  in  pleading. — 1  Chit.  PI.  266.  Where 
a  declaration  sets  out  a  contract  it  must  contain  the  consideration 
and  the  promise.     It  must  be  alleged  by  and  to  whom  it  was 
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made.  If  it  be  alleged,  tliat  in  consideration  plaintiff  would,  8^c., 
the  defendant  promised  to  do  so  and  so,  generally  the  law  says  the 
promise  is  ^illeged  with  sufScient  certainty,  as  it  will  be  intended, 
that  it  was  made  to  the  party  from  whom  the  consideration  is  al- 
leged to  have  moved,  to  wit,  the  plaintiff. 

Bat  perhaps  this  rtile  will  apply  to  implied  contracts,  as  if  A 
purchase  the  property  of  B,  C  and  D,  generally  the  law  will  im- 
ply a  promise  to  pay  B,  C  and  D.  Yet  if  A  makes  a  special 
agreement  with  B  for  the  horse  belonging  to  B  C  and  D,  to  which 
C^and  D  are  not  party,  and  make  a  special  promise  to  pay  B,  it  is 
in  violation  of  no  rule  of  law  for  B  to  have  the  action. 

2.  But  in  this  case  the  plaintiff  contends,  the  consideration  did 
move  from  hhnself.  Defendant  requested  plaintiff  to  extinguish  so 
much  of  Mrs.  Doe's  account,  and  directs  him,  (the  plaintiff,)  to 
charge  it  to  him,  (the  defendant.)  The  action  is  not  on  the  origi- 
nal account  aganist  Mrs.  Doe.  In  that  case  plaintiff,  defendant,  W, 
and  A.  Warden  would  have  the  action,  the  law  implying  that  her 
promise  is  to  them  from  whom  the  consideration  moved.  If  An- 
drew and  WiUiam  Warden  were  interested  in  the  account,  they 
must  look  to  the  plaintiff  for  the  portion  he  extinguished.  Plain- 
tiff could  not  bind  them  to  this  transfer  of  credit,  and  if  plaintiff 
answered  the  order  it  was  at  his  own  risk.  The  order  was  not  di- 
rected to  plaintiff  Andrew  and  William. 

That  part  of  the  declaration,  setting  oat  the  partnership  of 
plaintiff  defend  a  nt  and  others,  the  account  against  Mrs.  Doe  the 
assignment  to  plaintiff  and  others  by  defendant,  is  but  inducement 
and  no  substantial  part  of  the  pleadings,  showing  merely  whence 
the  consideration  originated. 

Again,  plaintiff  contends,  he  is  the  proper  person  to  discharge 
(his  claim,  and  that  such  discharge  from  him  would  be  a  bar  to  the 
action.  Again  a  judgment  and  satisfaction  in  this  suit,  would  bar 
another  action  in  the  name  of  plaintiff  Andrew  and  William,  for  the 
same  cause.  Suppose  the  action  had  been  brought  by  plaintiff  in 
the  name  of  A.  and  W.  Warden,  and  this  order  had  been  offer, 
ed  in  evidence?  Would  not  the  variance  have  been  fatal?  Defend- 
ant might  well  have  said,  I  know  nothing  of  Andrew  and  William. 
1  contracted  with  David,  and  he  v^iih  me  as  the  order  shows.  Why 
do  they  join  ?  Perhaps  defendant  may  have  an  ofiset  against 
plaintiff  which  wotild  be  defeated  were  all  three  made  plaintiffs.  He 
only  with  whom  I  contract  shall  sue  me. 

Why  then  turn  the  plaintiff  out  of  couit,  to  make  room  for 
plaintiff  A.  and  W.  Warden,  who,  plaintiff  contends  cannot  sup- 
50 
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port  the  action,  and  if  they  can,  plaintiff  alone  may  also  have  it. — 
2  Taunt.  326.— 2  Vt.  R.  67. 

Upham  for  the  defendant, — 1.  David  Warden,  we  main- 
tain cannot  support  this  action  on  the  order  drawn  by  defendant  in 
his  own  name.  The  amount  of  the  order  should  have  been 
charged  to  defendant  on  the  company  books.  Burnbam  and  the 
Wardens  had  been  in  trade  together  and  the  company  demands 
had  been  assigned  to  the  Wardens.  Burnbam  was  owing  a  pri- 
vate debt  to  a  person  who  was  indebted  to  the  company  and  drew 
the  order  in  question,  directed  to  David  Warden^  who  was  .the 
agent  of  the  firm  to  settle  the  accounts,  requesting  him  to  pay  the 
account  and  charge  it  to  him  the  said  Burnbam.  David  Warden 
received  the  order  and  credited  the  bearer  of  it  on  the  company 
books  the  amount  of  the  order.  But  did  not  charge  the  defendant 
on  the  company  books  as  he  should  have  done  with  the  amount. 
David  Warden's  partners  were  interested  in  this  order  ^drawn  by 
defendant.  It  reduced  the  claim  they  had  on  the  individual  to 
whom  the  order  was  credited,  and  the  defendant  should  have  been 
nade  debtor  to  them  to  the  same  amount.  After  the  bearer  of 
the  order  had  received  credit  for  it  on  the  compaoy  books^  the  le- 
«;al  interest  in  it  was  in  David  Warden  and  his  partners  to  whom 
the  partnership  demands  had  been  assigned.  It  would  seem  then, 
to  follow  as  a  necessary  consequence,  that  David  Warden  can- 
not maintain  this  action.  The  law  declares  that  the  party  to 
whose  use  the  fruits  of  the  suit  are  to  be  appropriated,  and  whose 
interest  has  in  fact  been  impaired  should  complain.— Hammond 
on  parties  to  actions,  p.  4. 

The  legal  interest  in  a  contract,  resides  with  the  party  from  whom 
the  consideration  moves,  and  should  be  prosecuted  in  bis  name. — 
Hammond  on  parties,  &&c.,  6. 

From  whom  did  the  consideration  move  in  this  case  ?  Most 
certainly  from  the  persons  who  owned  the  company  demands^  and 
the  suit  should  have  been  brought  in  their  names. — Dawts  vs. 
Peck,  8  Tr.  R.  38i. 

2.  David  Warden,  by  bringing  this  suit  in  his  own  name  Las 
deprived  defendant  of  all  pleas  in  offset  against  the  persons,  lo 
whom  he  had  assigned  the  conjpany  demands,  and  for  this  rea- 
son the  action  should  not  be  sustained  in  his  name.  It  was  not 
the  intention  of  tlie  defendant  to  make  hinr»elf  debtor  to  the  plain- 
tiff by  drawing  tl*e  order,  and  it  cannot  be  supposed  that  the 
plaintiff  when  he  received  the  order  expected  locall  on  the  defrn- 
nant  for  it  in  his  own  name. 
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The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by  Oranok, 

CoLLAMER,  J. — Ii  is  first  insisted  that  the  proof  presented  in  isaeT^' 
this  case  was  precisely  in  accordance  with  the  first  count  in  the  ^*^«n 
declaration,  and  directly  tended  to  sustain  that  count,  and  there-  Bumh*™, 
fore  it  was  error  in  the  court  to  instruct  the  jury,  that  tlie  plaintiff 
ought  not  to  have  a  verdict.  It  is  true,  in  principle,  that  if  the 
defendant  could  iiave  demurred,  but  has  traversed,  and  the  plain- 
tiff proves  his  count,  he  should  have  a  verdict  even  though  jvdg- 
mtni  would  be  arrested.  He  should  not  be  allowed  to  recover  his 
costs,  and  the  experiment  and  expense  of  a  trial  on  an  issue  on  a 
count,  which  is  so  defective  that  judgment  would  be  arrested.  But 
in  this  case  the  count  was  good  and  could  not  have  been  demur- 
red to  with  success ;  for  the  plaintiff  alleged  an  express  promise 
to  pay  him,  personally  and  exclusively.  Did  the  proof  sustain  or 
tend  to  sustain  this  allegation  ?  The  order  contained  no  promise 
whatever,  and  none  to  the  plaintiff  was  shown.  The  order  was  a 
request  that  a  certain  amount  should  be  discounted  to  Mrs.  Doe, 
and  a  direction  to  charge  the  same  amount  to  the  defendant.  It 
was  directed  to  the  plaintiff,  but  he  had  no  account  against  Mrs. 
Doe.  An  account  however  existed,  belonging  to  the  three  War- 
dens. To  this,  the  parties  undoubtedly  alluded,  and  on  this  ac- 
count the  discount  was  made ;  and  most  obviously  the  order  w^  to 
be  understood  as  a  mere  direction  to  transfer  that  amount  in  the 
books  of  the  fVarJens,  from  Mrs.  Doe  to  the  defendant ;  and  such 
is  not  only  its  obvious  meaning,  but  such  is  its  legal  effect ;  accor- 
ding to  urbioh  legal  effect,  every  contract  must  be  declared  on. 

Tlie  law  IS  well  settled,  that  as  relates  to  simple  contracts  the 
promise,  to  whoever  made,  innui-es  to  and  is  deemed  a  promise  to 
whoever  has  the  beneficial  interest,  which  is  the  person  from  wliom 
the  consideration  moves.  1'he  authorities  on  this  subject  are  col- 
lected in  Hammond  and  recognized  at  full  length  in  the  case  of 
Arlington  vs.  Hinds,  D.  Chip.  'R.  431.  Here  the  discount  was 
made  on  Mrs.  Doe's  account,  which  account  belonged  to  the  three 
Wardens.  From  them  the  consideration  moved,  and  therefore  to 
them  tl&e  defendants  contract  innured,  and  it  was  in  legal  effect  a 
promise  to  them,  not  to  the  plaintiff. 

The  cases  which  decide  that  dormant,  secret  par.'ners  need  not 
be  joined,  have  no  bearing  on  this  case.  There  were  no  dormant 
partners  in  this  case.  Both  these  parties  had  been  co-partners  with 
the  others  when  the  account  accrued  and  knew  to  whom  it  was 
transferred  and  of  course  could  not  be  surprized  with  unexpected 
names.  Judj/ment  affirmed. 
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WASHINGTON  COUNTY, 
March  Term,  1836. 


Preiicnt,  Hon.  STEPHEN  ROYCE,         ) 

"       SAMUEL  S.  PHELPS,      }  Atsiatant  Justieet. 
"      ISAAC  F.  REDFIELD,     > 


^^JiJ^^"*^'  Jacob  Putnam  vs.  Nehemiah  Dutton. 

"1636. 
" In  actions  of  book  account,  coming  into  this  couri  by  exceptiooa,  no  questions 

can  be  revised  except  questions  of  law  arising  either  upon  the  (acts  reported 

by  the  auditor,  or  else  found  by  the  court,  and  placed  apoa  the  record. 

It  need  not  appear  of  record  that  the  auditor  was  sworn.  That  will  be  presu. 
med,  nnlcss  the  contrary  appear. 

Jf  the  auditor  proceeds  witheul  evidence  to  n/*d  facts,  or  if  upon  incompetent 
evidence  or  against  all  evidence  he  find  facts,  this  should  be  shown  by  the 
report  or  by  evidence  addresssd  to  the  county  court,  If  the  auditor  refuse  to 
report,  and  in  that  case  the  report  cannot  bo  accepted. 

This  was  an  action  of  book  account.  The  auditor  made  his  re- 
port, to  which  exceptions  were  made  in  the  county  court,  which 
were  overruled  ; — whereupon,  the  defendant  excepted. 

The  questions  will  sufficiently  appear  from  the  exceptioos  and 
the  opinion  of  the  court. 

Auditor^s  Report, — In  pursuance  of  mv  appointment  as  auditcv, 
1  notified  the  parties  to  meet  at  the  Inn  of  Horace  Bliss,  of  Marsh- 
field,  on  the  i8th  day  of  February,  1835,  for  the  purpose  of  adjust- 
ing their  accounts, — at  which  lime  and  place  I  attended,  and  also 
said  parlies  with  their  aitomies,  and  went  to  trial ;  and  after  a  care- 
ful examination  of  the  proofs  and  allegations,  both  of  the  plaintiff 
and  defendant,  it  is  directed  by  me,  that  said  Nehemiah  Dutton 
shall  pay  said  Jacob  Putnam  the  sum  of  nineteen  dollars  tbirty-ODe 
cents  damages,  and  bis  cost  of  reference. 

NATH'L  C.  KING,  AudUor. 

The  facts  I  find  as  follow : — The  account  was  a  charge  by  plain- 
tiff, dated  September  26th,  1826— *•  N.  Dutton,  to  J.  Putnam  Dr. 
to  4350  brick,  ^17  40.  In  the  summer  of  1826,  Wm.  Gordon, 
a  boy  16  or  17  years  old,  making  it  his  home  at  Duiton's,  and  son 
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to  Dutton's  wife,  called  on  Putnam,  andengaged  some  brick  of  bim  Washirotoii, 

for  Dutton,  and  said  Duttoo  would  send  a  note  for  them  when  he       ^St' 

sent  for  the  brick*    4350  brick  were  counted  out  and  placed  by  — PmwiS — ' 

themselves  in  presence  of  the  boy.     When  the  boy  returned,  he 

informed  DuUon  he  had  engaged  4  1-2  thousand  of  brick  for  him 

at  Marshfiield,  of  Putnam,  (say  at  $3  a  thousand.)     Dutton  then 

said,  '*  1  shall  not  look  any  further,  for  it  is  a  dollar  cheaper  than  I 

can  buy  elsewhere."     Dutton  sent  for  the  brick,  but  did  not  send 

his  note.     Four  years  ago,  Dutton  promised  to  pay  for  the  brick, 

after  saying  he  expected  Gordon  had,  or  would  pay  for  them. — 

Three  years  ago  last  fall,  Dutton  promised  to  pay  for  the  brick 

when  he  got  able.     His  ability  to  pay  was  offered  by  the  plaintiff 

to  be  proved ;  but  was  not  allowed,  being  thought  unnecessary. 

It  was  contended,  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  that  the  brick 
were  purchased  by  Gordon,  the  boy,  on  his  own  account ;  and  the 
promise  made  three  or  four  years  since  to  pay  for  the  same,  not 
being  in  writing,  was  within  the  statute  of  frauds,  and  void ;  and 
also  the  account  was  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitation :  but  it  was 
directed  by  me,  that  from  the  facts  found,  it  was  not  within  the 
statute  of  frauds ;  and  that  the  promise  made  three  or  four  years 
since,  took  the  account  out  of  the  statute  of  limitation. 

NATH'L  C.  KING,  AudUor. 

To  this  report,  the  following  exceptions  were  made  by  defend- 
ant: 

1st — That  parol  proof  was  admitted  to  show  that  the  auditor 
had  been  sworn. 

2d — ^Auditor's  report  is  without  form,  be. 

3d — It  does  not  appear  from  the  report  that  defendant  was  ev- 
er indebted  to  plaintiff  on  book  in  any  sum  whatever ;  or  that  de- 
fendant ever  had  any  brick  of  plaintiff. 

4th — It  does  not  appear  that  the  boy  made  it  his  home  at  Dut- 
ton's,  or  was  son  to  Duttoo's  wife. 

5th — ^The  auditor  does  not  set  forth,  in  his  report,  that  he  has 
audited  the  accounts  between  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  up  to  the 
time  of  auditing,  or  that  he  has  audited  any  account  whatever  be- 
tween the  plaintiff  and  defendant,  or  that  he  has  found  any  sum 
due  to  the  plaintiff  from  the  defendant  to  balance  book  accounts 
between  them. 

6th — ^The  auditor  has  furnished  no  schedule  of  items  allowed  or 
disallowed,  or  at  what  price,  be.  he  fixed  for  brick ;  but  he  has 
allowed  $3  50,  when  the  price  was  $3  00. 

7th — ^The  counsel  for  defendant  requested  auditor  to  state  seve- 
ral important  facts ;  or,  to  state  the  evidence  given  in  on  the  trial ; 
but  auditor  refused,  &c. 
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WAaHiNaTON.  Mr.  MerrUl  for  p/crtrUi^.— 'The  statute  requires  that  tbe  audi- 
im. '  tor  shall  be  sworn;  but  does  not  require  that  this  fad  should  be  sta- 
PutnaBD  led  in  tbe  auditor's  report.  It  may  as  well  be  proved  by  parol 
Duuon.  proof  as  any  other  way.  Indeed  this,  or  the  certificate  of  the  ma- 
gistrate, is  the  only  legitimate  proof ;  ht  there  is  no  statute  making 
the  certificate  of  tlie  auditor  proof  of  the  fact.  But  it  is  believed 
this  question  has  been  too  often  decided  to  be  questioned  now. 

Second^  Third  and  Fifth  Exceptions. — These  seem  to  relate 

altogether  to  the  form  of  the  auditor's  report.     As  no  particular 

^  form  is  required,  it  is  sufficient  in  this  respect.     Tbe  report  states 

'•  that  the  auditor  notified  rhe  parties  to  meet  biro--*the  time  and  pZbce 

I  Hfhertf — that  the  parties  then  and  there  met  htm  with  their  attoi^ 

nies  "/or  the  purpose  of  adjusting  their  accounts" — that  after 

hearing  thenii  he  finds  defendant  shall  pay,  be.     This  is  amply 

sufficient  as  to  form. 

Fowrih, — The  fourth  exception  is  not  true  in  point  of  fact ;  ior 
it  is  stated  in  the  report  that  tbe  boy  made  it  his  home  U  piaiatiflfs. 
But  were  it  otherwise,  it  would  be  perfectly  immaterial,  unless  h 
can  be  shown  that  it  is  necessary  that  that  fact  should  appear  for 
the  purpose  of  raising  some  question  of  law  This  was  only  one 
among  other  condusive  facts  to  establish  the  original  indebtedness 
of  defendant. 

Sixth. — ^This  exception  is  not  true  in  point  of  fact.  The  audi« 
tor  has  given  a  schedule  of  all  the  account  exhibited  to  him :  there 
was  but  one  item,  and  that  on  the  paM  of  the  plaintiff:  and  it  suf- 
ficiently appears  that  that  was  allowed  with  interest ;  and  that  tbe 
sum  of  $3  per  thousand  was  allowed  for  the  brick. 

Seventh. — If  defendant  could  show  thai  he  requested  tbe  audi- 
tor to  state  any  additional  facts,  which  should  be  necessary  fairly 
!  to  present  any  question  of  law  to  this  court,  sointemportance  would 

atuich  to  this  exception.  But  this  is  not  the  case.  The  only  ques- 
tions raised  in  the  case  were, 

1st.  Was  the  original  credit  given  to  defendant,  or  was  he  the 
original  debtor?  This  is  a  question  of  fact  which  the  auditor  de- 
cides in  the  affirmative :    And 

Sdly.  Was  the  account  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations  ?  The 
auditor  found  two  separate,  distinct  promises  to  pay  the  debt. — 
These  took  the  account  out  of  the  statute,  of  course.  And  after 
the  auditor  had  found  the  fact  that  defendant  was  the  original  debt- 
or, the  statute  of  frauds  could  not  afiect  the  case. 

It  is  not  even  hinted  in  the  affidavit  that  there  were  additional 
facts  which  the  auditor  was  requested  tn  <stnte. 
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Mr.  J.  Bell  for  defendant. — 1.    The  defendant  contends  that  Wasiiwoton, 
from  the  facts  found  by  the  auditor  in  this  case,  the  action  on  book       ibSt 
cannot  be  sustained,  there  being  no  evidence  that  the  articles  char-     ^'^^^ 
ged  were  ever  delivered  to  the  defendant  or  his  order.  Duuon. 

52.  It  does  nor  appear  from  the  record  or  the  report,  that  the  au- 
ditor was  sworn. — Stat.  p.  141. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

Redfibld,  J. — It  is  first  objected  that  the  report  does  not  show 
any  sale  of  the  brick  charged  by  plaintijOT.  But  on  examioiog  tbe 
report,  it  does  appear  that  a  sale  and  delivery  of  the  brick  was  made 
by  plaintiff  to  a  lad  living  with  defendant^  claiming  to  act  as  bis 
agent,  and  that  defendant  ascquiesced  in  the  contract,  and  took  and 
used  them.  It  was  agreed  that  defendant  should  execute  his  note 
for  tbe  price  at  the  time  of  delivery ;  but  he  omitting  to  do  that, 
the  plaintiff  might  well  charge  them  on  book. 

As  tbe  right  of  action  accrued  more  than  six  years  before  the 
commencement  of  the  suit,  it  is  insisted  the  action  is  barred  by  the 
statute  of  limitations.  But  tlie  auditor  fincfs  a  new  promise  in  ex* 
press  terms,  and  within  three  years.  This,  or  indeed  a  new  item 
of  credit,  is  sufficient  to  remove  the  operation  of  the  statute  of  lim- 
itations. 

It  seems  that  in  the  court  below,  it  was  attempted  to  show  that 
these  facts  were  found  by  the  auditor  upon  very  unsatisfactory  tes- 
timony. But  unless  the  county  court  found  the  fact  that  the  audi- 
tor proceeded  to  state  facts  upon  incompetent  evidence^  or  without 
evidence,  and  still  accepted  tbe  report,  it  is  tiot  the  subject  of  er- 
ror. 

If  any  question  is  to  be  made  as  to  the  competency  of  testimony, 
the  auditor  must  be  requested  to  report  the  facts  necessary  to  raise 
the  question :  if  he  refuse,  the  county  court  will  hear  affidavits.  But 
this  court  can  never  review  their  decision  except  as  to  questions  of 
law  arising  on  the  report  and  bill  of  exceptions.  The  same  is  true 
of  the  refusal  of  the  auditor  to  grant  a  continuance  on  motion  of  de- 
fendant. This  was  a  matter  of  discretion  with  the  auditor,  and  un- 
less he  was  guilty  of  such  abuse  as  to  amount  to  corruption,  his  de- 
cision cannot  be  revised ;  and  in  that  case,  the  revision  must  be  in 
the  county  court. 

The  only  remaining  exception  of  any  importance  is,  that  the  au- 
ditor does  not  appear  by  the  report  to  have  bren  sworn.  It  is  true 
that  the  statute  requires  tbe  auditor  should  be  sworn  ^  and  if  he  pro- 
ceeds without  being  sworn,  and  this  is  made  to  appear  in  the  prop- 
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Wabhjnoton,  er  mode,  the  report  could  not  be  accepted.     But  this  sbould  be 
1836.        made  to  appear  by  proper  evidence  adduced  before  the  court  be- 
Putoam       ]q^^     I(  |g  pQ(  requ'u-ed  that  the  auditor  sbould  report  the  fact  of 
Dutton.      his  being  sworn,  nor  is  this  properly  within  his  province.   The  oath 
is  administered  out  of  court,  by  another  o£5cer,  and  is  strictly  a 
matter  in  paisy  and  not  expected  to  appear  of  record.    If  it  appear, 
it  should  be  by  the  certificate  of  the  officer  administering  the  oath. 
But  we  think  it  may  well  be  presumed  under  the  general  inference 
of  omnia  rite  acta,  as  we  presume  the  cleric  of  our  court  and  the 
sherift  and  his  officers  have  been  sworn.    At  any  rate,  as  the  coun- 
ty court  expressly  find  the  fact  that  the  auditor  was  sworn,  it  can- 
not be  assigned  for  error  that  the  fact  is  not  stated  in  the  report. 
The  result  is,  that  Judgment  is  affirmed. 


Wabhinotor,  James  Pike  vs.  Asahel  Blake. 

-    Mar^ 

^^^'  in  an  action  of  book  account,  atied  before  a  jattice  of  the  peace,  tlie  want  of 

service  on  a  joint  contractor  must  be  pleaded  at  the  first  term,  and  if  not  so 
pleaded  is  waived. 

The  deposition  of  a  party  to  an  action  on  book,  cannot  be  used  as  evidence 
before  the  auditor.    Nor  can  that  of  an  interested  witness  be  so  ased. 

A  joint  contractor,  not  a  party  to  the  suit,  is  interested  to  defeat  the  suit,  and 
not  a  competent  witness  for  defendant. 

The  caption  of  a  deposition,   taken  to  be  used  before  an  auditor,  should  state 
the  time  and  place  of  trial. 

A  justice  of  peace  in  the  state  of  Now  York,  has  authority  to  take  depoai . 
tions  to  be  used  out  of  that  state. 

This  was  an  action  of  book  account,  sued  before  a  justice  of  the 
peace.  The  writ  issued  against  this  defendant  and  another,  and 
no  service  is  made,  nor  any  excuse  for  want  of  service  upon  the 
other  defendant.  This  defendant  entered  a  general  a])pearance 
before  the  justice  and  went  to  trial  on  the  general  issue.  The  case 
came  by  appeal  into  the  county  court  and  this  defendant  then 
pleaded  in  abatement  the  want  of  service  on  the  other  defendant. 
The  plea  was  overruled,  and  judgment  to  account  being  rendered 
the  case  went  to  an  auditor.  On  th?  trial  before  the  auditor  the 
defendant  ofiered  the  deposition  of  the  other  defendant,  which  was 
objected  to  and  rejected.  The  other  questions  in  the  case  will 
appear  by  the  opinion  of  the  court,  delivered  by 

R&DFiELD,  J.'— The  first  question  in  this  case  arises  on  the  plea 
in  abatement.     This  plea  is  bad.     It  is  out  of  time,  being  first 
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pleaded  after  one  trial,  upon  the  general  issue.     And  being  a  defect,  ^^JJ^dL^"* 

which  might  be  cured  by  amendment,  it  is  most  clearly  waived  by ^s^- 

not  being  pleaded  at  the  first  term.      If  it  had  been  pleaded  in         ^«.* 
time  the  officer  might  have  been. permitted  to  endorse  his  return       ^i»^« 
of  non  est  inventus,  or  the  plaintiff  might  have  amended  by  sug- 
gesting that  the  other  defendant  resided  without  the  state,  which 
by  the  other  parts  of  the  case  proves  to  have  been  the  fact. 

The  next  question  in  the  case  arises  on  the  deposition  of  the 
absent  defendant,  which  was  offered  by  the  other  defendant.  The 
deponent  was  a  party  to  the  writ,  but  not  being  served  with  process 
could  not  be  considered  a  party  to  the  suit.  And  if  he  were  a 
party  to  the  trial  most  clearly  his  testimony  could  only  be  received 
before  the  auditor.  ,  The  statute  has  not  made  his  testimony  com- 
petent, except  in  answer  to  interrogatories  put  before  the  auditor. 

The  party  is  not  made  a  general  witness  in  (he  case,  for  if  this 
were  so  he  might  testify  on  the  trial  of  an  issue  joined  to  the  jury,  the 
coDtniry  of  which  is  well  settled.  A  particular  form  of  oath  is  to  be  ad- 
ministered, and  by  the  auditor,  or  in  bis  presence.  But  the  deponent, 
altho'  not  a  party  to  the  scrit,  is  interested  to  defeat  the  action,  and  is 
of  course,  not  a  competent  witness  for  the  defendant.  For  altho' 
the  parties  are  admitted  witnesses,  as  has  been  shown,  yet  the 
statute  does  not  in  other  respects  vary  the  testimony  to  be  admit- 
ted before  the  auditor,  from  what  it  was  at  common  law.  Inter- 
ested witnesses  cannot  be  admitted  of  course.  And  it  is  well  set- 
tled that  a  dormant  partner  or  a  joint  contractor,  not  made  a  party  to 
the  suit,  although  a  competent  witness  for  the  plaintiff  is  not  compe- 
tent for  the  defendant,  being  interested  to  defeat  the  recovery,  and 
thus  save  his  liability  to  contribute  for  payment  of  costs  as  well  as 
debt. 

The  caption  is  also  defective  in  not  stating  when  and  tshere  the 
cause  is  to  be  tried  before  the  auditor.  It  should  be  as  definite  in 
this  respect  as  if  taken  so  be  used  before  a  justice  of  peace.  It 
being  tak^n  by  a  justice  of  peace  in  the  state  of  New  York,  is  well 
enough.  The  legislature  of  that  state  have  seen  fit  to  give  this 
power  to  justices  of  the  peace  in  reference  ^to  depositions,  to  be 
used  out  of  that  state. 

The  question  of  the  joint  liability  of  both  defendants  is  found 
almost  in  express  terms  by  the  auditor.  The  result  is,  tliat  the 
judgment  of  the  county  court  is  affirmed. 

J.  L.  Buclc  for  fJefendant,  '    ' 

51 
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Washinotow,  Isaac  Gray,  Jr.  vs,  Moses  Sheldon,  Jr. 

Marchf 

^^^'  The  ■taiute  in  relation  to  erecting  or  altering  school  districts,  requires  that 

they  should  be  defined  by  geographical  limits,  and  be  made  to  consist  of  f  er. 
rUory  and  Dot  of  persons. 

This  was  an  action  of  trespass  on  the  case,  to  recover  of  defend- 
ant, as  prudential  committee  of  district  No.  14,  in  the  town  of  Ca- 
lais, on  the  alleged  ground  that  the  plaintiff  not  being  an  inhabi- 
tant of  the  district,  and  having  no  property  liable  to  be  taxed  there, 
was  aggrieved  by  being  taxed  by  defendant.  The  only  question 
necessary  to  be  noticed  here,  arose  in  the  court  below  on  the  con- 
struction of  a  vote  of  the  town  of  Calais  in  town  meeting,  in  these 
words  :  "  To  set  plaintiff  to  district  No.  3/" 

It  being  admitted  that  the  plaintiff  was  an  inhabitant  of  district 
No.  14  previous  to  the  vote,  if  that  had  no  legal  effect  to  transfer 
him  to  district  No.  3,  he  still  remained  liable  to  be  taxed  as  be  was 
by  defendant. 

The  county  court  held  the  vote  sufficient  to  transfer  the  plaintiff 
and  his  farm  to  district  No.  3 ;  and  that^  not  being  liable  to  be  long- 
er taxed  in  No.  14,  the  assessment  was  illegal,  and  the  plaintiff  en- 
titled to  recover ;  and  directed  a  verdict  for  plaintiff,  and  allowed 
exceptions,  and  the  case  comes  here  for  revision. 

L.  B.  Peck  and  S.  B.  Prentiss  for  defendant.— I.  The 
plaintiff  was  liable  to  be  assessed  for  taxes  in  district  No.  1 4,  un- 
less, by  the  vote  of  the  town,  his  real  estate  or  farm  was  set  off  and 
annexed  to  district  No.  3. 

The  vote  was,  "  to  set  off  Isaac  Gray,  jr.  to  school  district  No. 
3."  The  farm,  not  like  personal  property,  passing  with  the  per- 
soU)  is  not  annexed  to  district  No.  3,  unless  it  is  included  within  the 
terms  of  this  vote.  Not  being  expressly  mentioned,  and  no  words 
used  which  comprehended  it,  it  did  not  pass.  Had  the  plaintiff 
lived  in  one  district  and  his  farm  been  situated  in  another,  it  would 
be  very  clear  the  vote  would  not  pass  the  farm.  And  can  the  lo- 
cation of  the  person  and  the  property  aher  the  effect  of  the  vote  ? 

The  vote  was  of  no  effect — not  defining  or  fixing  the  limits  of  the 
district,  but  leaving  them  to  fluctuate  and  change  with  every  change 
of  the  residence  of  the  inhabitant. — 7  Pick.  106 — 12  do.  206 — 4 
N.  H.  R.  478. 

2.    The  action  should  have  been  trespass  and  not  case, 11 

Mass.  220—16  do.  213—13  do.  282—15  do  144—10  do.  17— 
7  Conn.  R.  550—5  do.  190—2  Greenleaf,  375—2  Vt.  R.  499. 

Messrs,  Merrill  and  Spalding,  contra. 
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The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by  Washwoton, 

Rbdfield^  J.—- The  decision  of  this  question  depends  upon  the  ^^^' 
construction  the  court  give  to  the  statute  authorizing  the  subdivis-  m7 
ion  of  towns  into  school  distrfcts.  Towns  are  required  to  "  define  •*>*Won- 
and  determine  the  limits  of  such  school  districts."  And  a  descrip- 
tion of  the  same,  and  any  alteration  made  therein,  is  required  to  be 
recorded  in  the  town  clerk's  office.  From  the  language  of  this 
statute,  it  cannot  be  doubted  the  legislature  intended  that  school 
districts  should  be  defined  by  geographical  limiis; — otherwise,  it 
would  not  amount  to  a  subdivision  of  the  town.  If  it  were  attempt- 
ed to  describe  school  districts  by  the  names  of  the  inhabitants,  and 
as  b  frequently  the  case,  the  same  person  owned  real  estate  in  dif- 
ferent sections  of  the  town,  it  must  lead  to  endless  uncertainty  and 
confusion.  We  believe  such  has  been  the  contemporaneous  con- 
struction of  the  earlier  statutes  upon  this  subject,  which  contained 
similar  provisions.  We  are  not  aware  that  any  different  practical 
construction  of  the  act  to  any  considerable  extent  has  obtained. —  ' 
And  as  the  contrary  doctrine  must  leave  the  limits  of  school  dis- 
tricts to  be  determined  by  oral  testimony,  we  are  not  inclined  to 
adopt  it.  After  the  subdivision  of  a  town  into  school  districts,  and 
years  of  acquiscence,  the  division  should  be  held  sufficient,  notwith- 
standing any  formality  in  the  vote  or  record.  But  when  school 
districts  have  been  long  established  within  known  boundaries,  eve- 
ry reason  would  seem  to  require  that  those  boundaries  should  not 
be  changed  except  in  conformity  with  the  existing  laws. 

The  same  rule  of  construction  has  been  adopted  in  some  of  the 
neighboring  states  in  relation  to  similar  statutes. — 1  Pick.  106 — 13 
do.  206—4  N.  H.  R.  478. 

The  same  doctrine  was  held  by  this  court  in  the  case  of  Dow 
vs.  Smith,  7  Vt.  R.  465,  in  relation  to  the  mode  of  setting  out 
the  limits  of  a  village. 

Whether  the  action  should  have  been  trespass  or  case,  it  is  not 
necessary  to  be  here  decided.  It  is  very  certain  that  trespass  is 
the  most  usual  remedy,  and  by  far  the  most  appropriate  form  of  ac- 
tion. For  the  abuse  of  legal  process,  case  will  lie ;  but  for  any  act . 
done  under  void  process,  the  appropriate  remedy  is  trespass.  If  this 
plaintiff  had  not  been  liable  to  taxation  in  district  No.  14,  the  whole 
proceeding  would  have  been  coram  nonjudice.  But  as  we  hold 
he  was  liable  to  be  there  taxed,  the  form  of  action  is  not  material. 

The  judgment  of  the  county  court  is  therefore  reversed,  and  the 
plaintiff  become  non  suit. 
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Washington,  WinooSKIE  TuRNPIKE  CoMPANT  V3.   SaMUEL  RiDLET,  Jr. 

Alarchj 
^^^*         Ad  alteralion  of  a  deposition,  by  the  magistrate  taking  it,  after  it  is  signed  and 
sworn  to,  and   without  the  assent  of  the  deponent,  if  it  bo  in  any  sense  mate. 
rial,  vitiates  the  deposition,  and  it  is  no  long'^r  admissible  a«  evidence. 

This  was  an  action  of  trespass  for  burning  the  plaintiff's  bridge 
over  Onion  River  at  Waierbury. 

In  the  county  court,  the  defendant,  in  support  of  the  issue  on 
his  part,  offered  the  deposition  of  Dan  Corss,  taken  at  Waterbury 
on  the  24ih  day  of  March,  1835,  before  Wm.  W.  Wells,  Esq., 
justice  of  the  peace  within  and  for  said  county  of  Washington. 

The  plaintiffs  objected  to  the  admission  of  said  deposition,  upon 
the  ground  that  it  had  been  altered  by  the  justice,  after  it  was  ta- 
ken«  read  over  to  the  said  Dan  Corss,  and  sworn  to  by  him,  and 
after  he  had  left  Waterbury  without  the  knowledge  or  consent  of 
the  said  Corss.  The  plaintiffs  proved,  by  Henry  F.  Janes,  that 
liiB  was  present  when  said  deposition  was  taken,  as  counsel  for  the 
plaintiffs  :  that  the  said  Corss  testified  that  on  the  Sunday  evening 
before  Moses  French  left  Hawley's,  where  he  was  then  living,  he, 
the  said  Corss,  had  a  conversation  with  said  French  on  the  bridge 
between  Waierbury  and  Duxbury,  and  that  said  justice  Wells  so 
wrote  said  deposition  ;  and  that  said  Janes  further  testified,  that 
after  said  deposition  was  sworn  to,  and  after  said  Corss  had  left 
town,  he  called  on  said  justice  and  copied  said  deposition,  and  that 
it  then  read,  that  the  conversation  between  Corss  and  French  took 
place  on  the  bridge  between  Waterbury  and  Duxbury.  The  plain- 
tiffs further  proved,  that  at  the  time  Corss  swore  he  had  the  con- 
versation with  French  on  ^he  bridge,  there  was  no  bridge  there  : 
it  was  not  raised  until  some  days  after  that  time. — This  he  knew, 
and  recollected  at  the  time,  but  did  not  call  the  attention  of  the 
witness  to  it. 

Paul  Dillingham,  Esq.,  counsel  for  defendant,  stated  by  consent 
of  plaintiff's  counsel,  without  being  sworn,  that  Mr.  justice  Wells, 
after  the  deposition  was  taken  and  sworn  to,  and  after  Corss  bad 
left  town,  told  him,  the  said  Dillingham,  that  he  thought  he  had 
written  the  deposition  wrong, — that  Corss  said  the  conversation 
was  at  the  bridge  instead  of  on  the  bridge ;  and  inquired  if  there 
would  be  any  impropriety  in  altering  it  so  as  to  have  it  read  that 
the  conversation  was  at  the  bridge  instead  of  on  the  bridge;  and 
he,  the  said  Dillingham,  told  him  he  thought  not ;  and  said  depo- 
sition was  altered  and  sealed  up  by  said  justice. 

The  counsel  for  plaintiffs,  upon  the  proof  aforesaid,  insisted  that 
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said  deposition  should  be  excluded  as  inadmissible  evidence  in  the  ^^^^^^J^^' 
case ;  but  the  court  overruled  said  objection,  and  admitted  said  dep-        n^S- 
osition  as  proper  evidence  in  the  case,  and  charged  the  jury  that  ^*J*^|^Jjjn''" 
they  should  take  said  deposition  as  it  stood  before  it  was  [altered,       RiXy. 
and  consider  that  the  said  Corss  had  sworn  that  the  conversation 
between  him  and  French  took  place  on  the  bridge  instead  of  at  the 
bridge. 

The  counsel  for  plaintiffi  excepted  to  the  opinion  of  the  court 
as  to  the  admission  oi  said  deposition,  and  to  the  chaige  of  the 
court  to  the  jury  in  relation  to  said  deposition. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

Phelps,  J. — ^The  deposition  of  ,D.  Corss  was  offered  in  the 
county  court,  and  objected  to,  upon  the  grounnd  that  it  had  been 
altered  by  the  magistrate  taking  the  same,  after  it  had  been  signed 
and  sworn  to,  and  without  the  knowledge  or  assent  of  the  deponent, 
by  erasing  the  word  *on^  and  inserting  the  word  *a^'  This  objec- 
tion, although  well-founded  in  fact,  was  overruled  by  that  court, 
and  the  deposition  admitted.  To  this  decision  the  plaintij£  ex* 
cepted. 

Depositions  are  a  species  of  evidence  in  suits  at  law  altogeth- 
er unknown  to  the  common  law.  They  are  not  used  inEng- 
land  and  many  of  our  sister  states.  They  are,  moreover,  a 
species  of  evidence  of  a  most  unsatisfactory  character,  and  should 
always  be  received  with  the  utmost  caution.  The  legislature  have 
guarded  them  with  great  care,  and  the  courts  have  rigidly  enforced 
all  the  safeguards  which  the  legislature  have  established. 

The  statute  requires  that  they  shall  be  signed  by  the  deponent, 
as  well  as  sworn  to.  The  object  of  signing  is  doubtless  to  make 
the  deponent  responsible  for  the  phraseology  of  the  deposition ; 
for,  by  signing,  he  adopts  the  language  as  his  own.  Had  the  stat- 
ute required  that  the  magistrate  only  should  sign  the  paper,  the 
committing  the  testimony  to  paper  might  be  considered  the  act  of 
the  magistrate,  and  the  peculiar  language  used  might  perhaps  be 
considered  as  his.  In  such  a  case,  it  might  be  competent  for  the 
magistrate,  so  long  as  the  paper  remained  under  his  control,  to  cor- 
rect the  phraseology  according  to  his  understanding  of  the  purport 
of  the  testimony. 

But,  under  the  statute,  the  language  of  the  deposition  must  be 
considered  as  emphatically  the  language. of  the  witness,  and  he 
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'^^^oTov,  alone  is  respoQjsible  for  its  correctness.     If  then  a  deposition  be  al- 
1836^        tared,  in  a  material  part,  after  it  is  signed  and   sworn    to,  it  is  no 
^ke^om?^"nv  '^"S®*^  ^^e  thing  swoio  to,  and  the  witness  is  no  longer  responsible 
w-      '  for  it.     He  certainly  could  not  be  convicted  of  perjury,  if  the  al- 
teration renders  it  false ;  and  thus  the  legal  sanction,  upon  which 
thd  legal  character  of  the  testimony  depends,  is  removed.   In  short, 
the  paper  so  altered  is  no  longer  the  testimony  of  the  witness,  and 
cannot  be  regarded  as  such. 

But  it  seems  thai  the  court,  in  this  instance,  permitted  the  dep- 
osition to  go  to  the  jury,  accompanied  with  proof  of  its  original  ten- 
or, and  instructed  them  to  regard  it  as  evidence,  in  the  terms  in 
which  it  was  originally  written.  Had  the  original  expression  been 
still  legible,  there  might  have  been  some  plausibility  in  this  course. 
But  the  writing,  in  this  instance,  was  wholly  obliterated,  and  its  ori- 
ginal tenor  not  discoverable  upon  inspection  of  the  paper.  Parol 
proof  was  resorted  to,  in  order  to  ascertain  the  testimony  of  the  de- 
ponent. The  proof  was  therefore  no  better  than  hearsay.  The 
evidence  did  not  confist  in  the  written  deposition,  signed  and  sworn 
to  by  the  witness,  with  all  the  forms,  and  under  all  the  safeguards 
provided  by  the  statute,  but  in  the  testimony  of  third  persons  as  to 
what  the  witness  testified  before  the  magistrate. 

Another  most  satisfactory  reason  for  rejecting  the  evidence,  is  to 
be  found  in  the  extreme  danger  of  suffering  the  magistrate  thus  to 
tamper  with  the  instrument.  Every  consideration  of  general  expe- 
diency, as  connected  with  the  elucidation  of  truth,  and  with  safety 
in  the  administration  of  justice,  forbids  it.  To  admit  this  evidence 
would  be  unsafe  in  the  particular  instance,  and  dangerous  in  the  last 
degree  as  ti  precedent. 

It  is  urged,  however,  that  the  alteration  in  this  case  is  immateri- 
al. It  was  doubtless  considered  otherwise  by  the  magistrate  who 
made  it,  as  well  as  by  the  attorney  of  the  party  with  whose  concur- 
rence it  was  done.  And,  in  our  opinion,  it  is  so  in  fact.  The  word 
'on*  irnplies,  not  only  that  the  bridge  was  standing,  but  also  that 
the  witness  was  on  it  when  the  conversation  testified  to  took  place. 
If  the  bridge  was  not  in  existence  at  the  time,  the  circumstance 
certainly  establishes  an  inaccuracy  in  the  particular  of  either  time 
or  place.  How  far  this  might  have  impaired  the  credibility  of  the 
witness,  in  the  minds  of  the  jury,  is  not  for  us  to  determine.  It  cer- 
tainly had  such  a  tendency  ;  and  if  so,  it  was  material,  whether  in 
a  greater  or  less  degree,  is  unimportant. 

Whether  an  alteration,  in  no  sense  material,  as  a  correction  ot 
errors  in  orthography,  or  grammatical  expression,  would-  vitiate  the 
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deposition,  is  a  point  not  before  us,  and  which  we  do  not  decide.  Washinotow, 
But  we  are  all  agreed,  that  an  alteration  by  the  magistrate,  after       \^ 
the  deposition  is  signed  and  swoicn  to,  without  the  assent  of  the  de-^i"'*^*'''*''*'"''" 

'     .  ...  -^         J  pilj^  Company 

ponent,  in  a  particular  in  any  sense  material,  is  fatal  to  the  evi-      ^.;f- 
dence. 

Judgment  of  county  court  reversed,  aod  cause  remanded. 


Ridley. 


1836. 


Reuben  Lamb  vs.  Day  &  Peck.  ... 

WASniMOTON, 

If  an  officer,  by  direction  of  a  creditor,  attach  a  chattel,  and  the  creditor  put        Mareh^ 
it  to  use,  with  the  assent  of  the  officer,  they  are  both  trespassers  ab  initio.  . 
The  rule  of  damages,  in  much  case,  is  not,  of  course,  the  valae  of  the  chat. 
\    tels,  bat  is  the  injury  actually  sustained. 

It  was  agreed  by  the  parties  in  the  above  suit,  which  was  brought 
to  the  county  court  by  appeal,  that  the  following  facts  shall  be 
received  by  the  court  as  the  evidence  in  the.£ase. 

The  defendant,  Ira  Day,  procured  a  writ  of  attachment  in  his 
favor  against  the  said  Lamb,  and  gave  said  writ  to  defendant  Otis 
Peck,  who  was  constable  for  the  town  of  Barre,  that  said  Peck, 
as  constable  as  aforesaid,  attached  a  certain  mare,  belonging  to 
said  Lamb  on  said  Day's  writ,  and  said  Peck  took  said  mare  into 
bis  possession,  and  during  the  pendency  of  said  Day's  suit  against 
said  Lamb,  and  before  final  judgment  in  said  Day's  suit  against 
said  Lamb,  Day  took  said  mare  out  of  the  possession  of  said 
Peck,  and  put  her  to  bard  labor,  that  is,  run  her  in  the  stage 
every  day  for  eight  weeks  before  the  action  was  commenced  by 
said  Lamb  against  said  Day  &  Peck,  and  this  using  of  said 
mare,  by  said  Day,  was  known  to  said  Peck,  and  by  said  Peck's 
consent;  all  which  laboring  of  said  mare  was  without  the  consent 
or  leave  of  said  Lamb  any  way  whatever  ;  said  action  of  Lamb 
against  said  Day  and  Peck  was  commenced  to  recover  pay 
for  said  mare  on  the  19th  of  January  1835,  writ  made  re- 
turnable on  the  dlst  January  1835,  and  from  that  time  it  was 
continued  to  the  21st  of  February  1835,  at  which  lime  there  was 
a  trial  on  the  merits  of  said  action,  which  resulted  in  a  judgment 
in  favor  of  said  Lamb  against  said  Day  and  Peck,  for  damages 
eighty  dollars  and  his  cost,  that  afterwards,  to  wit,  at  the  March 
Term  of  the  supreme  court  in  1835,  the  said  Day  recovered  a 
judgment  in  his  said  action  against  said  Lamb  and  took  out  execu- 
tion on  which  execution  the  said  Peck,  as  constable,  by  virlue  of 
said  execution,   publicly   advertised    and  sold  said  mare  thereon. 
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LWASHiFcaTow,  aod  applied  the  avails  in  pari  satisfaction  of  said  execution.     The 

1836.*      said  action,  Lamb  against  Day  and  Peck  is  trespass.     It  is  further 

Lamb       agreed,  that  if  the  court  are  of  opinion  that  the  said  plaintiff  can 

Day  ot  ai.     recovef  in  said  action^  they  are  to  allow  the  plaintiff  Lamb,  for 

his  damages  $69,00,  and  if  the  court  should  be  of  opinion,  that 

the  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  recover  full  value  of  said  mare,  than 

such  damages  as  they  should  think  proper.     While  the  said  Day 

was  using  said  mare,  the  said  Peck  had  knowledge  of  it,  and  took 

no  measures  to  get  her  back  into  his  possession,  or  prevent  the 

said  Day  from  using  her  as  aforesaid. 

A>  Kinsman  attorney  for  plaintiff. 
L.  B.  Peck  attorney  for  defendant. 

On  the  trial  upon  the  statement  of  facts,  the  defendants  conten- 
ded that  trespass  would  not  lie  in  the  present  case  against  either  of 
the  defendants,  and  that  it  could  in  no  wise  be  supported  against 
the  said  Day  ;  that  if  it  could  be  supported  against  either  defend- 
ant, but  nominal  damages  only  could  be  recovered,  as  the  plain- 
tiff had  received  the  avails  of  the  mare  she  having  been  sold 
and  applied  on  the  execution  in  favor  of  the  said  Day  against 
the  plaintiff,  the  amount  of  which  execution  was  more  than  the 
value  of  said  mare.  But  the  court  decided  the  law  to  be  other- 
wise. 

The  defendant  also  offered  to  prove,  that  the  horse  at  the  time 
he  was  sold,  was  of  greater  value  than  when  he  was  put  to  labor 
by  the  defendant,  which  evidence  the  court  excluded,  and  render- 
ed judgment  for  the  plaintiff  for  $69,00  damages  and  costs  ;  to 
vviiich  several  decisions  of  the  court  the  defendants  excepted. 

L.  B.  Peck  for  plaintiff. — 1.  This  action  cannot  be  suppor- 
ted in  its  present  form  against  either  defendant.  Bj  the  conunon 
law,  if  a  beast  distrained  was  worked,  the  distrainer  becomes  a 
trespasser  ab  initio.  The  common  law,  in  this  particular,  has  been 
altered  by  several  acts  of  parliament,  so  that  the  only  remedy  for 
the  injured  party  in  all  cases  of  distress,  other  than  those  made 
damage  feasant^  is  by  an  action  on  the  case.  The  rigor  of  the 
common  law  induced  the  alteration.  Ought  it  then,  to  be  adopt- 
ed here,  and  to  be  applied  to  the  case  where  property  is  attached  ? 
No  case,  it  is  believed,  can  be  found,  where  an  officer  has  been 
held  a  trespasser  for  the  moderate  and  proper  use  of  beasts  attach- 
ed. When  a  pawn  is  of  such  a  nature  as  to  be  a  charge  upon  ihe 
pawnee,  as  a  horse  or  cow,  he  may,  in  that  case  use  the  pawn  in  a 
moderate  manner.  He  may  ride  the  horse  moderately,  and  milk 
the  cow  regularly,  as  if  he  were  the  owner ;  and  if  he  derives  any 
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benefit  from  the  pledge,  he  must  apply  those  profits  towards  bis  ^^JJ!*^^"» 
debt. — 2  Kent's  Com.  450.  This  rule  is  beneficial  to  both  par-  i^.' 
ties,  and  therefore,  has  been  adopted.  Why  should  not  the  same  ^•^^ 
rule  be  adopted  in  cases  of  attachment  ?  The  interests  of  the  i>*y  •i  ^ 
creditor  and  debtor  requires  its  adoption.  It  is  not  unfrequently 
the  case  that  the  expense  of  keeping  property  attached,  such  as 
horses  and  cattle,  nearly  or  quite  consume  the  value  of  the  prop' 
erty  before  the  suit  is  determined  ;  consequently  it  is  lost  to  both 
parties.  If  the  rule  was  adopted  that  property  of  the  latter  des^ 
cription  might  be  reasonably  used  in  discharge  of  the  Expense  of 
keeping,  or  that  the  creditor  should  be  accountable  for  such  use, 
and  also  for  any  injury  the  property  might  sustain,  and  for  this  he 
clearly,  would  be  liable,  it  would  greatly  promote  the  interests  of 
all  parties.  The  court  are  at  liberty,  as  it  strikes  me,  to  adopt 
this  rule.  They  are  under  no  obligation  to  apply  to  this  case  the 
common  law  doctrine  applicable  to  cases  of- distress,  in  England,  if 
our  circumstadces  and  situation  do  not  require  it.  There  is  no 
necessity  for  the  recognition  of  this  rule.  It  would  be  unjust  in 
its  operation,  if  applied  to  a  case  like  the  one  at  bar.  Tlie  plain- 
tiff b  not  without  his  remedy.  He  may  recover  of  Day,  or  the 
officer,  for  th6  use  of  the  mare ;  and  if  she  was  injured,  be  has 
his  remedy  by  afi  action  on  the  case. 

2.  Day,  at  all  events,  is  not  liable  in  this  action.  When  he 
took  the  mare  out  of  the  officer's  possession,  he  trespassed  upon 
the  oAcer.  The  plaintiff  had  neither  the  possession,  nor  the 
right  of  possession.  He  certainly  cannot  sustain  his  action,  for 
the  violation  of  the  officer's  possession ;  and  it  is  equally  clear, 
that  it  cannot  be  sustained  against  him,  for  the  subsequent  use,  for 
his  act  cannot  be  split  up. — Van  Brunt  et  al.  vs.  Schenck,  II 
Johns.  R.  377.  It  does  not  appear  that  Day  was  in  any  manner 
connected  with  the  attachment,  otherwise  than  being  plaintiff  in 
the  suit.  The  court  are  not  authorized  from  this  fact  to  pre- 
sume that  he  directed  the  officer  to  attach  the  mare.  If  this 
fact  appeared,  it  could  not  alter  the  case,  as  an  attachment  gives 
the  creditor  no  right  to  the  possession  of  the  property.  It  is  in  the 
custody  of  the  law,  and  in  the  possession  of  the  officer.  Neither 
the  creditor,  nor  any  other  person,  save  the  officer,  can  be  made 
a  tresspasser  ab  initio  for  using  the  property. 

8.  The  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  nothing  more  than  nominal  rfara- 

ageff.     The  mare  having  been  sold  and  applied  on  the  execution, 

in  favor  of  Day,  he  ought  not  to  be  permitted  to  recover  the  full 

value  here.— N.  H.  R.  71.— 6  Mass.  R.  20.-5  C.  &   P.  322. 

52 
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VfAMnmHroM,  If  be  holds  the  judgment  rendered  in  the  county  court,  he  obtami 
i^  two  satisfactions.  This  is  opposed  to  the  law  and  justice  of  the 
LaSb  case,  as  it  might  be  difficult  for  Day  to  recover  that  portion  of  hh 
D»7«t  *i.   judgment  which  was  satisfied  by  the  sale  of  the  mare. 

Sinman  for  pJatniiff.—l.  The  plaintiff  contends  that  the 
county  court  did  not  err  in  deciding  that  this  action  could  be  sup- 
ported, and  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover  of  the  defend- 
ants the  value  of  the  property.  The  decisions  have  been  uniform 
and  all  in  support  of  this  position  since  Lord  Coke's  time  down 
to  the  present,  that  where  the  law,  and  not  a  private  party,  pves  a 
licence,  and  the  party  abuses  that  licence,  he  becomes  atrespaaser 
ab  initio.  For  where  the  law  gives  a  general  licence  or  authority, 
it  is  given  conditionally,  that  it  shall  be  used  for  that  purpose,  only 
for  which  the  law  allows  it,  and  the  law  judges  of  and  infers  the 
original  intention  of  the  party  from  his  subsequent  acts* — Qibs  vs. 
Chase,  10  Mass.  R.  128-9.— Oxty  vs.  Waits,  1  D.  &  E^  12.— 8 
Coke,  six  Carpenters  case. — Yelverton  96. — Bac.  Abr.,  Trespass 
B— 1  Chit.  PI.  199  and  207.— 5  Vi.  R.  274.-1  H.  Black.  13.— 
Com.  Dig.,  Trespass  C— 3  T.  R.  262.-12  John.  R.  408,  Ad- 
am vs.  J?Vc«man.— Salk  122.— Bui.  N.  P.  81.— 1  Swift  528.— 

Cro.  J.  147,  Skauf  vs. .—2  Stark.  Ev.  809.-2  Roll-  Abr. 

562.-8  Coke  146,  B — 3  Willes20. 

2.  If  the  defendants  were  trespassers,  although  the  first  taking 
might  be  legal,  still  by  the  abuse  of  the  authority,  by  which  tbejr 
took  the  property,  they  are  in  a  legal  point  of  view  placed  in  the 
same  situation  as  it  relates  to  the  trespass  as  though  they  took  the 
property  without  any  legal  authority,  and  must  be  liable  to  the 
plaintiff  for  the  value  of  it,  and  more  especially  Day  who  had  no 
more  right  to  use  the  horse  than  lie  would  have  had  if  it  had  nev- 
er been  attached,  and  by  Day's  suffering  the  horse  to  be  sold  after 
Lamb  had  commenced  his  suit  and  obtained  judgment  against  Day 
and  Peck  for  the  value  of  the  horse,  cannot  furnish  any  reason 
why  the  defendants  should  not  pay  the  plaintiff  the  value  of  the 
property.     Same  authorities  as  cited  before. 

3.  The  defendant^  Day  being  the  creditor  of  Lamb,  and  pro- 
curing the  mare  to  be  attached  on  his  debt,  against  Lamb,  stand- 
ing in  that  relation  to  the  first  taking  if  he  afterwards  used  the  mare 
himself,  while  she  was  in  the  costody  of  the  law,  he  made  himself 
a  joint  trespasser  with  Pecic,  and  even  a  consenting  by  either  of 
the  defendants,  that  the  mare  might  be  used,  though  neither  of 
them  used  her  themselves,  still  both  of  them  would  be  trespassers 
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by  aiichcQPSODt.— U  Jobn.R.  88$).— 1  ChU.Pl.  inooie  1, 199-—  Wamhiwom, 
1  Bio.  24.Q.— Hazard  ys.  hra^U  U  John.  R.  377.— 8  Stark.  Ev>       wf' 
809.— Com.  Dig.,  Trespass  C  J.— 13  John.  R.  414.  ESS 

4.  The  court  did  not  err  in  rejectiog  the  testimony  offered  by  PtlTvia!. 
Ibe  defeodantfi,  to  prove  the  horse  in  as  good  condition  when  sold 
on  the  executioD  as  it  was  when  first  taken,  for  two  reasons :  First, 
If  the  defendants  bad  no  right,  by  law,  to  use  the  horse  while  un- 
der an  attachment ,  and  by  so  doing  were  trespassers,  is  was  wholly 
tmmateriiil  whether  the  mare  was  in  as  good  condition  when  first 
taken  cr  not :  Second,  The  parties  made  a  case  and  agreed  ip  wri- 
ting, upon  the  facts,  which  were  to  be  submitted  to  the  cour$  for 
ftbeir  decision,  and  those  facts  all  stated  in  writing.  Therefore  it 
was  improper  and  illegal  to  admit  any  other  testimony  than  that 
Slated  in  the  agreement,  because  it  was  taking  the  other  party  up- 
QD  surprise,  as  he  would  be  unprepared  with  any  testimony  to 
rebut  any  testimony  which  might  be  introduced  by  the  defendaiMs, 
in  as  much  as  the  parties  mutually  agree  on  all  the  facts  in  writing, 
whioh  were  to  be  submitted  to  the  court. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 
Phelps,  J. — There  is  no  doubt,  that  the  use  of  the  horse  by 
the  defendant. Peck,  was  a  tortious  act.  The  authority  of  a  sher- 
iff, with  respect  to  property  attached,  extends  only  to  the  safe  cus- 
tody of  it.  He  has  no  interest  in  it,  except  to  retain  it  as  security 
for  the  creditor:  and  whenever  the  use  of  it  would  impair  its  value, 
to  permit  such  use  would  be  to  inflict  an  injury  upon  one  or  the 
other  of  the  parties,  without  a  corresponding  benefit  to  either. 
There  are  indeed  cases,  where  the  use  of  a  chattel  might  compen- 
sate for  the  expense  of  keeping  it;  and  in  such  cases,  there  is  a  plau- 
sibility in  permitting  it.  But  as  a  general  rule,  it  would  be  extreme- 
ly unsafe  and  pernicious  :  and,  inasmuch  as  there  is  no  provision 
by  law  for  adjusting  such  an  account  between  the  parties^  we  are 
not  at  liberty  to  countenance  a  proceeding  so  prolific  of  embarrass- 
ment and  dificulty. 

That  the  using  the  property  by  Peck,  in  this  instance,  would 
render  bitn  a  trespasser  ab  initio,  is  a  point  too  well  settled  to  re- 
quire discussion. 

It  is  however  insisted,  that  Day,  the  other  defendant,  cai^not  be 
made  a  trespa^sser  by  relation.  This  depends  upon  the  questioD, 
whether  he  is  tp  be  considered  as  implicated  in  the  original  taking. 
If  be  is  not,  then  certainly  no  subsequent  tortious  act  of  his  could 
make  him  a  trespasser  in  that  respect.     There  is  a  strong  presump* 
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Wasbinqtoii,  tioQ  however  in  the  outset,  of  his  concurrence  in  the  attacboieDC 
iSt       made  by  Peck ;  and  his  subsequent  adoption  of  that  act,  by  taking 
Lamb       the  horse  into  bis  possession,  and  subsequently  selling  it  on  the  ex- 
Day  ct  ai.     ecution,  afford  sufficient  evidence  of  his  participation.     Being  im- 
plicated in  the  original  taking,  the  authority  of  the  process  was  as 
necessary  for  his  justification,  as  for  that  of  Peck  ;'and  whatever 
would  defeat  that  justification,  would,  of  course,  subject  bim  tothis 
action. 

Had  the  subsequent     tortious  act  been  the  act  of  the  office 
lalone,  without  the  assent  or  concurrence  of  Day,  there  would  be 
/good  ground  to  argue,  that  he.  Day,  would  not  be  affected  by  it. 
/  But  as  the  act  complained  of,  was  the  concurrent  act  of  both  the 
/    defendants,  they  are  equally  implicated.     The  justification  being 
/     equally  necessary  for  both,  as  to  the  original  taking,  and  that  justifi- 
1      cation  being  unavoidable,  by  reason  of  their  joint  act,  the  conse- 
quences must  be  the  same  as  to  both. 

The  case  of  Van  Bnint  et  ah  vs.  SchencJc,  1 1  John.  R.  377, 
illustrates  the  distinction.  Upon  the  first  trial  of  that  case, 
Schenck,  not  appearing  to  have  participated  in  the  original  seizure, 
was  held  not  to  be  a  trespasser  by  relation.  If  a  trespasser  at  all, 
it  was  only  in  the  subsequent  use  of  the  vessel.  But  when,  upon 
the  second  trial,  his  concurrence  in  the  seizure  appeared,  he  was 
held  to  be  a  trespasser  ab  initio,  in  the  same  manner  as  his  deputy 
Van  Buren,  who  made  the  seizure  in  fact. 

)n  short,  if  Day  had  not  been  concerned  in  the  first  taking,  he 
could  be  made  a  trespasser  only  by  reason  of  the  subsequent  tor- 
tious use  of  the  property,  and  in  this  view,  the  action  might  fail, 
for  want  of  a  right  of  possession  in  the  plaintiff  at  the  time.  So 
if  he  had  no  agency  in  the  after  use  of  the  animal,  it  might  be 
questioned,  whether  he  could  be  made  a  trespasser  by  relation  by 
the  act  of  the  officer.  But  concurring,  as  he  did,  in  both  the  acts, 
it  is  impossible  to  distinguish  between  him  and  his  co-defendant. 

The  plaintiff's  right  of  recovery  being  sustained,  the  next  inqui- 
ry relates  to  the  rule  of  damages. 

Generally,  the  extent  of  the  injury  sustained  is  the  criterion  of 
damages.  The  value  of  the  property  taken,  is  not  necessarily  the 
minimum  of  damages.  Whether  it  is  so  or  not,  in  any  case,  de- 
pends upon  the  inquiry  whether  the  chattel  is  wholly  lost  to  the 
party.  If  not,  then  the  rule  of  damages  must  conform  to  the  actur 
al  injury,  under  the  circumstances  of  the  case.  In  this  case,  the 
horse  is  not  lost  to  the  party  ;  but  its  value,  at  the  time  of  the  sale 
upon  execution,  has  been  applied  in  satisfactk>n  of  his  debt  ;  and 
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the  extent  of  the  injury  depends  upon  the  comparative  value  of  the  ^^^^^^^ 

animal  at  different  periods.     If  the  value  has  been  reduced  by  the 1836* 

transaction  in  question,  the  plaintiff  has  been  injured  in  acompara-  ^^^ 
live  degree.  But  whether  this  injury  be  more  or  less,  is  a  question  ^*y  •'  **• 
for  the  consideration  of  the  jury.  It  seems  to  have  been  supposed, 
that,  inasmuch  as  the  justification  fails,  none  of  the  proceedings  are 
proper  to  be  considered  in  mitigation  of  damages.  I'his  is  a  mista- 
ken view  of  the  subject.  The  distinction  between  a  full  justifica- 
tion, and  matter  of  mitigation,  is  obvious  and  palpable ;  and  it  is  no 
answer  to  matter,  which  has  a  legitimate  tendency  to  mitigate  dam- 
ages, that  it  falls  shoit  of  a  full  justification. 

Placing  the  liability  of  the  defendant  upon  the  footing  of  the 
original  taking,  as  an  act  of  trespass,  still  the  ultimate  disposition  of 
the  horse  is  material  to  the  question  of  damages  ;  and,  as  the  prop- 
erty was  applied  in  satisfaction  of  the  plaintiff's  debt,  that  circum- 
stance serves  to  reduce  the  damages  accordingly. 

This  view  of  the  subject  is  sustained  by  the  cases  cited  by  the 
counsel.— See  5  Car.  &  P.  332.-6  Mass.  R.  20.— 1  N.  H.  R. 
91.  And  is  so  obviously  equitable  in  its  result,  in  this  case,  that 
we  hesitate  not  to  adopt  it. 

The  county  court  having  given  the  full  value  of  the  horse,  we 
consider  their  judgment  erroneous.  It  is  therefore  reversed,  and 
the  cause  remanded. 


Ira  Dat  b  Co.  vs.  Charles  Roberts.  Washinoton, 

Marchy 
The  form  for  an  officert  return  of  &  lovy  of  real  estate,  proinal([fated  by  Jud|^e         1836. 

Chipman,  has  been  frequently  adjudged  sufficient. 

MGood  and  lawful  freeholders**  imports  "disinterested.**  The  eases  of  Prtcs 
▼8.  Dodge,  4  Vt.  R.  191,  and  Seymour's  admW  vs.  Beach,  4  Vt.  R.  493.  dis- 
tinguisbed. 

This  was  an  action  of  the  case  brought  against  the  defendant,  as 
sheriff  of  Caledonia  county,  for  the  neglect  of  Benjamin  Perry,  a 
deputy  sheriff  of  the  defendant,  in  making  an  insufficient  return  of 
the  levy  of  an  execution  in  favor  of  said  Ira  Day  b  Co.,  against 
John  Bolls.     Plea — General  Issue. 

That  part  of  the  return  involved  in  the  question,  was  as  follows: 

*'  And  the  said  parties,  their  agents  and  attornies,  neglecting  to 
choose  appraisers  to  appraise  said  estate,  I  applied  to  Joseph  Fish- 
er Esq.,  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  the  same  county  in  which  said 
estate  lies,  and  who  by  law  may  judge  between  the  parties  in  civil 
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WAMMiisToif,  ii  cajU86$»  who  appointed  Jooatban  Parkins,  William  Read  and  Hi- 
\m^      ram  Wood,  all  good  and  lawful  freeboldera  of  the  vicinity^  *lo  ap- 

"  Day  feCo.  pralso  the  same,  who  being  sworn  as  the  law  directs,  on  their  oaths 
nave  appraised  the  same  at  the  sum  of  thirty-nine  dollars,  in  full 
satisfaction  of  the  within  writ  of  execution,  and  the  legal  cost  there- 
on, arising  as  stated  in  the  bill  hereunto  annexed,  and  I  faa^e  set 
out  the  same  according  to  the  bounds  above  deseribed.  And  od 
tbe  same  day  and  year  aforesaid,  I  caused  this  esecutiiHi  with  my 
return  hereon  endorsed,  to  be  recorded  in  the  office  of  the  clerk 
of  Caledonia  county,  and  thereafterwards  I  returned  the  same  inte 
the  office  of  the  justice  who  issued  this  execution,  and  caused  tbe 
same  to  be  there  recorded. 

"BEN J.  PERRY,  Dep.  Sk'ff.''    (l.  s.) 

The  court  decided  that  said  return  was  defective,  and  that  no  ti- 
tle would  vest  in  the  plaintifis  by  virtue  of  said  return. 

The  defendant  then  offered  parol  evidence  to  show  that  tbe  said 
Jonathan  Perkins,  William  Read  and  Hiram  Wood,  tbe  appraisers 
mentioned  in  said  return,  were,  at  the  time  of  their  appointment, 
inabitants  of,  and  living  in  said  Goshen  Gore. 

To  the  admission  of  which  testimony,  the  plaintiffi  objected, 
and  it  was  excluded  by  the  court. 

The  defendant  then  moved  the  court  that  the  said  Benj.  Perry 
might  be  permitted  to  amend  his  return,  by  stating  that  the  said 
Committee  were,  at  the  time  of  their  said  appointment,  inhabitants 
>of,  and  living  in  said  Gore;— which  motion  was  overruled  by  tbe 
court ;  and  judgment  was  rendered  by  said  court,  that  the  plaintiffi 
recover  the  amount  of  said  execution  and  interest. 

To  which  several  decisions  of  said  court,  defendant  excepted. 

Argument  for  defendant. — ^The  return  follows  what  is  called 
the  Chipman's  form,  except  in  the  following  particulars : 

After  describing  the  land,  it  proceeds — "  And  the  said  parties, 
**  their  agents  and  attornies,  neglecting  to  choose  appraisers,  to  ap- 
'*  praise  said  estate,  I  applied  to  Joseph  Fbher,  Esq.,  a  justice  of 
"  the  peace  for  the  same  county  in  which  said  estate  lies,  and  who, 
"by  law,  may  judge  between  the  parties  in  civil  causes,  who  ap- 
"  pointed  Jonathan  Perkins,  be,  all  good  and  lawful  freeholders 
"of  the  vicinity,  to  appraise  the  same,  who  being  sworn  as  the  law 
"directs,  on  their  oaths  appraised,''  &c. 

The  Chipman  form  is  a?  follows : 

"  And  afterwards,  viz.,  at  on  1  caused  tbe 

"  same  land,  with  tbe  appurtenances,  to  be  appraised  by  A  B,  &c., 
"  good  and  lawful  freeholders  of  the  vicinity,  chosen,  appointed, 
'<  and  «wom  as  the  law  directs,  who  on  oath  appraised,"  be. 
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Thi^fe  bf  four  objections  have  been  made  to  the  Chipman  form,  ^^^^^®"' 
but  the  case  in  4  Vt.  R.  498,  Adminisitatbr  of  Benjamin  iScy-       ifiSs. 
mouTy  vs.  Rohert  Beach  and  Martha  Miller,  established  that  form    ^*y  *  *^**- 
of  return.  Rob«rtt. 

It  is  believed  that  the  case  above  referred  to  is  decisive  of  the 
present.  The  rertum  in  this  case  seems  to  obviate  all  the  impor- 
tant objections  usually  made  to  the  form  in  Chipman,  but  one,  viz  : 
''  That  it  does  not  appear  that  the  appraisers  resided  in  the  town 
where  the  land  /£m.'^  And  in  this  respect  the  rietum  is  the  same, 
word  for  word,  as  that  in  Chipman ;  and  of  course  has  been  deci- 
ded valid. 

It  is  stated  that  tbeapprti^ees  wiere  **good  and  lawfvl  frtehM- 
ers  of  the  vicimty^  to  appraiee  the  same^  who  bting  sworn  as  the 
kno  directs." 

The  officer  in  this  case  having  deacribed,  with  sufficient  precis- 
ion, the  fHonner  in  which  the  appraisers  were  appointed,  it  became 
uoneceflstry  to  use  the  words  "  diosen,  appointed ;"  and  these 
words  in  CMpman's  form  "  choseHy  appointed  and  sworn  as  the 
kw  directs^"  relate  altogether  to  the  mode  and  manner  of  their  ap- 
pointment, and  cannot,  by  any  fair  eonstraction,  relate  to  the  qual- 
ificaticn  of  the  appraisers,  or  add  force  to  the  previous  expressions 
**good  and  Utwfid  freeholders ,"  which  latter  expressions  alone  de- 
scribe their  qualifications ;  for  if  they  are  lawjfid  fteeholdersy  they 
most  be  such  as  the  statute  has  required. 

Return  vaUdj  if  made  according  to  form  in  Chipman. — deve* 
land  vs.  AUen,  4  Yt.  R.  116— Eastman  vs.  Cnrtissy  do.  616. 

The  officer  most  state  that  the  justice  who  appointed  the  ap- 
praisers was  one  who  by  law  may  judge  between  the  parties. — 
Dodge  vs.  Prince^  4  Vt.  R.  l&l. 

Not  necessary  that  return  should  state  that  the  money  or  prop- 
erty was  demanded  of  the  debtor. — Eaatman  vs.  Cwriissy  4  Vt» 
R.  616. 

If  an  officer  return  that  appraisers  were  sworn  as  the  law  dnrects, 
it  is  sufficient. — Ibid. 

Admit  that  a  return  must  be  Jull  and  complete,  in  those  parts 
where  it  deviates  from  established  forms,  yet  those  parts  that  con- 
form to  them  are  good.  The  case  of  Eastman  vs.  Curtiss  was  one 
of  this  description.  In  that  case,  the  court  say,  "The  return  in 
these  particulars  is  conformable  to  the  forms  which  have  been  long 
in  use,  and  is  not  to  be  disturbed,"  be. 

Second"^li  is  submitted  that  the  court  erred  in  not  admitting  j>a- 
rol  proof  and  refusing  to  permit  amendments,  &c. 
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TTashinoton,       Third — Even  if  this  return  shall  be  considered  invalid^  it  is  con' 

1836.  tended  that  the  action  cannot  be  sustained. 
Day  &  Co.  1st.  Upou  general  principles.  Is  this  such  a  neglect  for  which 
Rob«r(a.  an  officer  will  be  liable  ?  Are  officers  who  have  been  called  upon 
to  set  off  land,  after  using  all  their  skill,  and  perhaps  availing  theni- 
selves  of  all  the  professional  skill  within  their  reach^in  making  out 
a  return^  answerable  for  a  iuistake  to  the  amount  of  the  land  set 
off? 

2d.  Whether  the  appraisers  lived  in  the  town  or  not,  the  offi- 
cer was  obliged  to  take  such  as  the  justice  appointed.  He  had  no 
discretion  in  this  respect. 

L.  B.  Peck  for  plaintiff. — The  levy  is  void  for  two  reasons  : 

1.  It  does  not  appear  that  the  appraisers  were  disinterestrd* 
The  record  shows  them  to  have  been  good drnd  lawjul  freeholders. 
Such  they  may  have  been,  and  yet  have  been  interested  in  the 
case.  It  is  true  that  these  are  the  words  adopted  by  Judge  Chip- 
man  ;  but  the  officer  has  not  undertaken  to  follow  tbe  form  giveo 
by  him,  but  has  attempted  to  designate  the  manner  in  which  the 
appraisers  were  chosen.  He  is,  therefore,  bound  to  show  that  tbe 
requisitions  of  the  statute  have  been  complied  with.— 4  Vt.  R.  176. 
I  endeavored  to  get  over  precisely  the  same  objection  in  tbe  case 
of  White  vs.  '  Fox  et  ah,  decided  in  Orange  county,  Maichr 
Term,  1834 ;  but  the  objection  was  held  fatal. 

2.  The  statute  requires  that  the  appraisers  shall  be  inhabitants 
of  the  town  or  place  where  the  land  is  situated.  The  record  shows 
that  they  resided  in  the  vicinity  of  the  land.  This,  might  be  true, 
and  they  be  resident  in  another  town.  This  objection  is  also  la- 
tal._l  Root,  196—6  Conn.  R.  400,  403—7  do.  229. 

3.  This  is  a  proceeding  in  invilum^  and  it  is  iamiliar  law,  at  tfab 
day,  that  a  record  of  this  character  cannot  be  aided  hy  parol,  or  by 
any  amendment.  • 

Thp  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 
Phelps,  J. — ^This  case  turns  upon  the  suiEciency  of  the  defen- 
dant's return  upon  the  execution  in  favor  of  the  plaintifis  against 
Bolls.  If  the  defendant's  proceedings  in  relation  to  that  levy  be 
regular  and  valid,  so  that  a  good  title  was  created  by  the  levy,  then 
the  action  cannot  be  sustained. 

The  first  objection  to  the  levy  is,  ^^  that  it  does  not  appear,  from 
the  defendant's  return,  that  the  appraisers  were  disinterested." 

The  return  does  not  say,  in  terms,  that  they  were  so.  But  the 
question  is,  whether  it  is  not  implied  in  the  terms  used. 
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Much  nicety  has  obtained  on  this  subject.     I,  for  one,  should  Washington, 
have  been  better  satisfied,  had  greater  liberality  been  indulged  m        igse. 
sustaining  these  levies.    But  the  principle  of  strict  construction  was    ^*^  *  ^*'* 
early  adopted,  and  one  nicety  has  furnished  a  precedent  for  anoth-     Rob«rii. 
er,  until  an  unusual  particularity  has  become  incorporated  into  our 
law  on  this  subject.     It  would  perhaps  have  been  better,  had  our 
courts  adopted  the  practice  of  setting  aside  defective  levies,  in  a 
summary  way,  with  its  natural  consequence,  of  holding  them  not 
vitiated  by  defects  of  form,  when  attacked  in  a  collateral  way. — 
And  it  is  hoped,  that  our  recent  statute  on  the  subject,  will  work 
a  salutary  change  in  this  branch  of  our  law. 

Notwithstanding  all  the  nicety  which  has  been  exhibited  on  this 
subject,  the  form  of  a  return,  promulgated  by  Judge  Chipman,  at 
a  very  early  day,  has  uniformly  been  held  sufficient,  both  in  our 
state  courts,  and  in  the  courts  of  the  United  States,  from  the  peri- 
od of  its  promulgation  to  the  present  day. — See  Seymour* s  Adirir 
vs.  Beaehy  4  Vt.  R.  493.  In  that  case,  the  return  was  held  suf- 
ficient, although  liable  to  the  precise  objection  raised  here. 

The  only  expression  in  the  return,  and  in  the  form  of  Judge 
Chipman,  descriptive  of  the  qualifications  of  the  appraisers,  is  the 
following,  viz:  "good  and  lawful  freeholders  of  the  vicinity." 

Dbes  this  import  disinterested?  The  term  lawful,  as  here  used, 
has  uniformly  been  understood  as  importing  all  the  qualifications 
which  the  statute  requires  ;  and  in  this  way  only,  can  such  a  re- 
turn be  sustained.  The  terms  have  not  been  understood  as  import- 
ing merely  that  the  appraisers  were  legal  freeholders,  but  as  imply- 
ing that  they  were  such  fi*eeholders  as  the  law  requires  for  this  du- 
ty,  or  such  as  could  lawfully  discharge  it.  The  qualification  of  dis- 
interestedness is  involved  in  this  interpretation. 

Upon  this  ground  has  the  form  of  Judge  Chipman  been  legali- 
zed, and  by  tlie  repeated  recognitions  of  its  legality,  has  the  term 
lawful  as  here  used,  acquired  a  definite  legal  signification,  import- 
ing, among  other  things,  that  they  were  disinterested. 

The  cases  of  Dodge  vs.  Prince^  4  Vt.  R.  191,  and  White  vs. 
FoXf  decided  in  Orange  county,  March,  1834,  are  cited  as  confiict- 
ing  with  this  doctrine. 

In  the  former  case,  the  precise  objection  here  raised  was  not 
started.  The  ground  of  the  decision  was,  that  the  officer  had  not 
adopted  the  generality  of  the  Chipman  form,  but  had  attempted  to 
particularize  ;  and  having  attempted  to  enumerate  the  several 
qualifications  of  the  appraisers,  it  was  necessary,  upon  common 
principles,  that  he  should  enumerate  them  all. 

53 
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WAiHDuiToif,      The  distinction  between  the  two  cases  is  very  broad.     Where 
im.        the  officer  returns  that  the  appraisers  "were  good  and  lawful  free- 
Day  8l  Co.    holders,"  the  terms  imply  the  particular  qualifications ;  and  when 
Robortt.      he  returns  that  they  were  '^  chosen,  appointed  and  sworn,  as  the 
law  directs,"  the  expression  imports  that  if  they  were  appointed  by 
a  magistrate,  he  was  a  competent  magistrate,  or  one  who  could 
judge  between  the  parties. 

But  when  he  returns  that  "he  applied  to  A.  B.,  a  justice  of  the 
peace,  who  appointed,"  &c.,  there  is  nothing  importing  that  A.  B. 
could,  by  law,  judge  between  the  parties.  And  where  he  proceeds, 
''who  appointed  C.  D.,  a  freeholder  of  the  vicinity,"  be  does  not, 
even  by  implication,  certify  that  C.  D.  was  disinterested. 

In  White  vs.  Fox^  the  return  was,  ''  A,  B  and  C,  judicious  free- 
holders." We  held  that  ^' judicious^'  did  not  mean  "ditintcr- 
tMted:' 

The  cases  are  therefore  reconcileable,  and  the  propriety  of  the 
decisions,  which  have  sanctioned  the  form  of  Judge  Chipman,  is 
apparent. 

In  the  return  under  consideration,  the  defendant  has  used  the 
precise  words  of  the  Chipman  form.  It  is  true  that  he  has  not  in 
all  things  followed  that  form,  but  be  has  in  this  particular,  and,  so 
far  as  he  has  done  so,  his  return  must  be  sustained. 

The  second  objection  is,  that  the  return  does  not  describe  the 
appraisers,  as  freeholders  in  the  town ;  but  the  remarks  already 
made  will  apply  to  this  objection — ''  good  and  lawful"  import  it. — 
In  this  respect  also,  he  has  adopted  the  approved  form.  And  in 
Seymour^ s  AdmW  vs.  Beach,  this  objection  was  taken  and  over- 
ruled. 

We  are  of  opinion,  that  the  objections  to  the  return  are  not  sus- 
tained, and  that  the  decision  of  the  county  court  was  erroneous. 
Judgment  reversed,  and  cause  remanded. 
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Arunah  Spear  vs.  William  Dittt.  WAsmKaToir, 

Tb«  bond,  required  by  the  act,  relating  to  particular  land  taxes,  passed  Not.  1836. 

11,  1807,  to  bo  given  bj  tbe  collector,  is  sufficient,  if  it  be  given  in  double 
tho  amount  of  the  tax.bill  delivered  to  tho  collector,  although  it  be  not  in 
double  the  amount  of  the  whole  tax  upon  the  township. 

Where  tbe  collector's  sale  was  advertised  at  a  particular  time  and  place,  and 
the  collector's  return  stales  it  to  have  been  held  in  tbe  town  and  on  the  day 
designated,  it  will  be  presumed,  in  the  absence  of  proof  to  the  contrary,  that 
it  was  held  at  the  precise  time  and  place  specined. 

It  is  not  necessary,  that  the  town  clerk  certify  the  volumes,  numbers,  and 
dates  of  the  several  papers,  in  which  the  committee's  aud  collector's  adver- 
tisements are  published ;  but  it  is  nufficient,  if  all  these  particulars  appear  in 
his  record  of  the  advertisements. 

It  is  not  necessary  that  the  oollectos's  rate- bill  should  be  recorded. 

Ejectment  for  lot  No.  3,  in  tbe  6th  range  and  2d  division  of  lots 
in  the  town  of  Roxbury,  drawn  to  the  original  right  of  Asa  Tay- 
lor.— Plea,  not  guilty. 

The  defendant,  in  support  of  his  defence,  offered  in  evidence  an 
act  of  the  legislature,  granting  a  tax  of  four  cents  per  acre  on  the 
lands  of  the  town  of  Roxbury,  passed  at  their  Oct.  session  in  the 
year  1831,  and  insisted  that  the  proceedings  under  said  tax,  in  re- 
lation to  the  sale,  were,  in  atl  respects  legal  and  regular,  and  that 
the  land  in  dispute,  was  sold  for  the  payment  of  said  tax,  and  that 
the  defendant  derived  a  legal  title  under  said  proceeding  and  sale. 
And  among  other  things  offered  in  evidence  the  bond  of  the  col- 
lector, which  was  objected  to  by  plaintiff,  and  rejected  on  the 
ground  that  said  bond  was  not  in  double  the  whole  amount  of  the 
tax  assessed  on  said  town.  Also,  offered  in  evidence,  the  record 
of  the  sale  of  said  land  for  said  tax,  which  record  was  objected  to 
on  tbe  ground  of  the  hour  and  dwelling-house  where  the  sale  was 
held  not  being  mentioned  in  said  record,  which  was  rejected.  The 
defendant  then  offered  parol  evidence  to  show  that  the  sale  was 
held  at  the  lime  and  place  mentioned  in  the  collector's  advertise- 
ment, which  was  objected  to,  and  rejected.  To  which  decision, 
rejecting  the  evidence,  the  defendant  excepted. 

These  and  sundry  objections  to  the  regularity  of  the  proceed- 
ings in  relation  to  the  vendue,  which  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of 
the  court,  were  made  by  defendant.  Verdict  and  judgment  for 
the  plaintiff. 

S.  B.  Prentiss  for  defendant.— I.  The  bond  is  in  conformity 
with  the  requirement  of  the  statute.     It  is  to  be  in  double  the 
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Wasrinoton,  amount  of  the  tax  ihe  collector  is  appointed  to  colfcct,"  and  he  is 
1836.'  appointed  to  collect  the  tax  which  remains  unpaid,  either  in  labor 
Spe»«^  or  money,  at  the  expiration  of  the  time  allowed  by  the  statute  to 
Ditty.  the  land  owners  to  work  out  their  taxes.  Previous  to  this  time, 
all  monies  to  be  paid  are  to  be  paid  to  the  committee  appointed  to 
superintend  the  expenditure  of  the  tax,  and  all  labor  to  be  per- 
formed in  payment  of  the  tax  is  to  be  performed  under  their  di- 
rection. Until  the  expiration  of  that  time,  the  agency  and  duties 
of  the  collector  do  not  commence ;  then,  and  upon  the  contingen- 
cy of  non-payment,  the  tax  is  put  into  his  hands  for  collectioo,  be 
is  to  give  bonds,  and  to  give  the  required  notice  by  advertisement. 
Can  he  be  said  to  be  appointed  to  collect  a  tax  which  never  can 
come  into  his  hands  for  collection  ?  .  If  the  legislature  intended  the 
bond  to  be  in  double  the  amount  of  the  tax  assessed  upon  the 
town,  why  not  use  language  clearly  and  directly  expressive  of  that 
intention,  and  not  language  upon  which  a  very  different  construe^ 
tion  may,  and  we  think,  ought  to  be  put  ?  The  bond  then,  being 
in  double  the  amount  of  the  tax  which  was  put  into  the  hands  of 
the  collector  for  collection,  answered  the  requirement  of  the  stat- 
ute. 

But  the  statute  in  this  respect  is  merely  directory.  The  object 
of  the  bond  is  to  ensure  a  faithful  performance  of  his  duty  by  the 
collector  in  collecting  and  accounting  for  the  monies  due  from  the 
delinquent  land  owners.  In  the  case  of  Phelps  vs.  Parks^  4  Vt. 
R.  488,  the  court  decided  a  recognizance  in  less  than  double  the 
amount  of  the  judgment,  to  be  a  compliance  with  the  statute  which 
requires  a  bond  in  "  double  the  estate  or  money  recovered  by  the 
judgment."  So  in  Massachusetts,  bonds,  though  not  in  strict  con- 
formity with  the  provisions  of  their  statutes,  as  to  the  amount, 
have  been  held  valid.— 7  Mass.  98  and  200. — 8  do.  373. 

Could  not  a  suit  upon  this  bond  have  been  sustained  against  the 
collector  ?  If  so,  and  it  was  a  good  and  valid  bond  for  one  pur- 
pose, is  it  not  for  all  purposes  ? 

Again,  the  bond  is  no  part  of  the  (iihy  and  the  title  under  the 
vendue  sale  cannot  be  affected  by  its  want  of  conformity  with  the 
statute. 

2.  The  statute  requires  the  sale  to  be  held  in  the  "  town  where 
the  lands  are  situated  ;"  and  it  is  only  necessary  that  it  should  ap- 
pear from  the  records  that  the  sale  was  there  held. 

Parol  evidence  may  be  admitted,  to  show  that  the  sale  was  held 
at  the  hour  and  place  where  it  was  advertised  to  be  held. 

3.  The  town  clerk  is  only  to  record  the  number  and  volunne  of 
the  papers  in  which  the  advertisements  are  inserted. 
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4,  Hie  collector  has  published  the  "delinquencies"  in  the  form  Wabhingtok,' 
prescribed  by  statute — a  list  of  the  delinquent  lands  was  furnished        1836. 
the  collector;  but,  it  is  not  necessary  that  this  fact  should  appear       ^^^^' 
botn  the  records.     The  statute  has  not  required  it,  and  the  court       i^'«»y- 
will  not  be  disposed  to  require  that  to  be  done,  which  the  statute 
has  not  required  to  be  done. 

L.  B.  Peck  for  plaintiff. — 1.  The  bond  given  by  \he  collect- 
or, was  for  a  sum  less  than  the  amount  of  the  tax.  The  statute  re- 
quires that  the  penal  sum  of  the  bond  shall  be  at  least  double  the 
Amount  of  the  tax  the  collector  is  appointed  to  collect.  This  is  a 
positive  requisition  of  the  statute,  and  cannot  be  dispensed  with* — 
1  Com  p.  Laws,  665. 

2.  It  does  not  appear  from  the  records  of  the  vendue  sale,  at 
what  time  and  place  the  vendue  was  held.  The  collector,  in  com- 
pliance with  the  statute,  fixed  upon  a  time  and  place  of  sale  in  his 
advertisement,  and  it  should  nppezr  affirmaiivelyy  that  the  sale  took 
place  at  the  hour  and  place  thus  publicly  designated.  It  has  long 
been  the  settled  doctrine  of  this  court,  that  they  could  make  no 
presumption  in  fevor  of  a  collector's  sale  of  lands. 

3.  The  town  clerk  has  made  no  certificate  of  the  numbers  and 
volumes  of  the  different  papers  in  which  the  committee's  and  col- 
lector's advertisements  were  published,  as  is  required  by  the  act 
regulating  these  sales. 

4.  No  rate-bill,  or  list  of  delinquent  lands,  was  furnished  by  the 
committee  to  the  collector.  The  statute  provides,  that  if  any  pro- 
prietor, or  land- holder,  does  not  pay  in  labor  or  money  to  the  com- 
mittee, within  the  time  by  them  advertised,  the  amount  of  his  lot, 
the  collector  shall  advertise  "such  delinquencies."  How  can  he 
do  this  without  a  rate-bill  ? 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 
Phvlps,  J.— The  defendant  claims  title  to  the  demanded  prem- 
ises, by  virtue  of  a  collector's  deed,  upon  a  sale  of  the  land,  at  ven- 
due, for  taxes.  Several  exceptions  are  taken  to  the  proceedings 
of  the  collector,  which,  it  is  alleged,  are  not  in  conformity  with  the 
statute.  The  case  involves  a  subject  of  of  some  difficulty.  Great 
nwety  has  prevailed  in  relation  to  these  titles;  and,  in  cases  of  doubt, 
the  inverted  maxim  seems  to  have  obtained,  Vi  res  m(^%$  parent 
quam  valeaU  They  are  said  to  be  $tricti  juris^-^  proceeding  in 
invitwn,  &c.  This  is  true.  Still  some  degree  of  reason  and  sense 
is  to  be  exercised  in  ascertaining  what  right  is ;  and  although  there 
may  be  no  equitable  consideration  to  akl  such  a  title,  still  every  stat- 
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^^m'^T^"*  ule  should  have  a  rational  interpretation  and  a  reasonaUe  effect. 
1836. '  We  ought  not  to  discard  those  aids,  which  guide  us  in  other  cases ; 
Spear  ^or,  by  an  unreasonable  and  senseless  nicety,  to  defeat  a  solemn 
Di'ty.  act  of  legishtion.  It  is  however  admitted,  that  in  interpreting  these 
statutes,  we  should  consider  the  title  to  be  acquired  under  them  as 
slriciijurisy^tid  should  require  a  full  and  complete  compliance  with 
the  requisitions  of  the  statute.  Before  the  title  of  the  owner  is  di- 
vested by  such  a  proceeding,  we  should  insist  upon  every  thing 
tending  to  the  secuiity  of  the  owner,  which  is  either  prescribed  in 
terms  by  the  act — brought  within  it  by  a  rational  and  strict  con- 
struction, or  which,  in  the  nature  of  the  transaction,  is  necessary 
to  give  ample  effect  to  every  safeguard  which  the  legislature  have 
endeavored  to  throw  around  the  subject.  But  it  is  not  our  duty 
to  leg  slate — to  create  artificial  and  unreasonable  difficulties ;  nor 
by  overnice  and  unmeaning  technicality,  without  any  rational  pur- 
pose, to  convert  the  proceeding  into  an  idle  ceremony. 

It  is  objected  to  this  proceeding, 

Ist,  That  the  collector's  bond  is  insufficient,  because  the  penal 
sum  is  not  equal  to  double  the  original  amount  of  the  tax. 

It  is  difficult  to  conceive  how  this  irregularity,  if  it  be  such,  can 
have  any  reasonable  bearing  upon  the  rights  of  the  plaintiff.  The 
object  of  this  bond  is  not  the  security  of  the  land-owner  against  an 
illegal  enforcement  of  the  tax,  but  it  is  to  ensure  a  proper  accounta- 
bility for  the  tax,  after  it  is  collected.  It  is  not  one  of  those  safe- 
guards, interposed  between  the  tax-gatherer  and  the  tax-payer,  but 
has  reference  rather  to  the  public  interest,  in  the  due  accountabili- 
ty for,  and  expenditure  of  the  tax.  When  this  object  is  effected, 
the  purpose  of  the  law  is  answered. 

Still,  as  the  statute  directs  the  giving  a  bond,  it  may  be  well  to 
inquire  whether  the  terms  of  the  statute  have  been  legally  compli- 
ed with.  The  direction  of  the  statute  is,  that  the  collector  shall 
give  a  bond,  in  '<  double  the  amount  of  such  tax  as  he  may  be  ap- 
pointed to  collect."^  Now  this  may  mean,  either  double  the  origi- 
nal amount  of  the  tax  assessed  upon  the  town,  or  it  may  mean  dou- 
ble the  amount  due  from  delinquent  land-owners,  at  the  time  when 
the  tax-bill  is  committed  to  the  collector  for  collection.  If  it  mean 
the  former^  then  the  bond  in  question  is  insufficient;  but  if  the  lat- 
ter, the  bond  is  admitted  on  all  hands  to  conform  to  the  statute. 

The  course  of  proceeding  directed  by  the  statute  is  this  :  The 
committee,  in  the  first  instance,  assess  the  tax ; — ^they  then  publish  a 
notice  to  the  proprietors  of  the  township,  to  work  out  their  taxes 
within  a  given  time,  as  directed  by  the  statute  :  in  case  they  make 
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default,  i(  is  then  the  duty  of  the  committee  to  make  out  a  rate- bill  Washinoio.v, 
against  the  delinquent  proprietors,  and  deliver  the  same  to  the  col-        i'^. 
lector  for  collection.     Before  he  acts,  he  is  required  to  execute  a       Si»«ar 
bond  in  ''  double  the  amount  of  such  tax  as  he  is  appointed  to  col-       miy. 
lect."     This  bond  is  taken  by  the  committee,  who  of  course  de- 
termine the  amount  in  which  it  shall  be  given. 

Now  it  is  to  be  observed,  that  the  collector  is  not  appointed  to 
collect  the  whole  amount  of  the  tax  originally,  but  such  part 
only  as  may  remain  unsatisfied  to  the  committee,  whose  duty  it  is 
to  superintend  the  expenditure  in  the  first  instance.  The  amount 
of  the  tax  which  be  is  appointed  to  collect,  is  the  amount  of  the 
rate-bill  committed  to  him  for  that  purpose.  This  amount  is  ascer- 
tained by  the  committee,  and  it  is  for  this  reason,  probably,  that 
the  bond  is  required  to  be  taken  by  them.  It  was  probably  the  in- 
tention of  the  legislature  to  require  a  security  in  double  the  sum 
which  might  come  to  the  collector's  hands,  and  we  see  no  treason 
for  including  in  the  security  a  sum  which  the  law  supposes  is  paid, 
before  he  is  called  upon  to  act,  and  for  which  he  can,  in  no  event, 
be  responsible.  We  are  therefore  of  opinion,  that  the  amount  of 
the  tax-bill  delivered  to  the  collector  is  the  proper  criterion. 

If  it  were  otherwise,  still  the  act  in  this  particular  is  directory 
merely.  It  is  necessary  so  to  treat  it,  in  order  to  carry  into  effect 
the  intention  of  the  legislature.  No  court  would  pronounce  a  bond 
of  this  kind  void,  in  a  suit  upon  it,  against  a  delinquent  collector, 
because  the  penalty  might  fall  short  of  the  precise  sum  required  by 
the  law.  And  if  the  bond  be  a  valid  and  ejSectual  security  against 
the  collector,  it  would  be  absurd  to  hold,  that  he  is  not  qualified  in  . 
this  particular  to  act. 

2dly.  It  is  objected,  that  it  does  not  appear,  from  the  record  of 
the  collector's  proceedings,  that  the  vendue  was  held  at  the  pre- 
cise time  and  place  stated  in  the  advertisement.  It  appears  how- 
ever, to  have  been  within  the  town,  and  upon  the  day  specified  ; 
and  this,  in  our  opinion,  is  sufficient,  inasmuch  as  no  ground  is  fur- 
nished by  the  case,  for  presuming  an  irregularity  in  this  respect. 

It  is  said  that  no  presumption  is  made  in  favor  of  such  a  title.— 
It  is  true  that  no  essential  requisite  will  be  presume^ ;  but,  to  a  cer- 
tain extent,  presumptions  may,  and  must  be  made ;— otherwise  we 
are  driven  to  forced  and  violent  presumptions  the  other  way,  which 
are  not  to  be  made.  The  return  however  refers  to  the  advertise- 
ment, which  implies  that  the  sale  was  bad  agreeably  to  the  no- 
tice. 

3dly.    Another  objection  is,  that  the  town  clerk  has  made  no 


Digitized  by  VjOOQ IC 


424  CASES  IN  THE  SUPREME  COURT 

^^mninon,  certificate  of  the  numbers  and  volumes  of  the  different  papers  in 
i8^e         which  the  several  advertisements  of  the  committee  and  collector 
^M*'       were  published.     No  certificate  of  this  kind  is  required  by  law. — 
Ditiy.        The  statute  provides  that  "  the  town  clerk  sliall  record  the  adver- 
tisements at  length,  and  the  titJe^  volume,  number,  and  date  of  the 
papers  in  which  they  were  inserted/'  &c.   This  is  done.    All  these 
particulars  appear  of  record,  as  required. 

4th)y.  It  is  further  objected,  that  no  rate-bill  appears  of  record. 
The  rate-bill  is  not  necessary  to  be  recorded.  It  was  indeed  ne- 
cessary that  a  rate-bill  should  exist ;  but  this  might  be  proved  by 
production  of  the  bill  itself.  For  aught  we  know,  it  was  done  ; 
as  no  question  of  that  kind  is  presented  in  the  exceptions.  Tbe 
question  before  us  is,  whether  the  copy  of  record  was  admissible  ; 
and  we  hold  that  it  was  not  necessary,  for  this  purpose,  that  the 
rate-bill  should  appear  of  record. 

Upon  the  whole,  we  are  satisfied  that  the  county  court  erred  in 
rejecting  the  evidence  offered.  Their  judgment  roust  therefore  be 
reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded. 


Washiwoton,  State  w.  John  Downer  and  Abchippus  Fuller. 

Afordi, 


1836. 


-  If  an  officer  attach  persosal  property  In  good  faith,  which  in  &ot  did  not  be- 
long  to  the  peraon  on  whose  debt  he  made  the  attachment,  slill  U  ia  not  law. 
ful  for  the  owner  of  tbe  properij  even,  to  roeiet  the  attaobment,bat  he  must 
resort  to  his  action  at  law. 

In  an  indictment  against  one  for  impeding  an  officer  in  serving  civil  process, 
the  allegations  must  show  the  nature  of  the  process,  the  manner  it  was  at> 
tempted  to  be  served,  and  the  particular  mode  of  resistance. 

An  indictment  for  an  assault  and  battery  of  an  officer  in  the  execntion  of  his  of. 
fice,  as  at  common  law,  is  good  without  setting  forth  the  process  or  the  umq. 
ner  of  nsistanoe,  and  may  be  sustained,  notwithstanding  the  higher  penalty 
superadded  to  the  offence  by  the  statute. 

This  was  an  indictnient  against  the  respondeats  for  resisting  an 
officer  in  the  execution  of  his  office.  Plea — not  guilty.  The  foU 
towing  is  the  biR  of  exceptions  allowed  in  this  case  : 

On  the  trial  of  the  issue^  testimony  was  offered  on  the  part  of 
the  government,  tending  to  show  that  said  Churchill,  being  consta- 
ble of  Stowe,  as  described  in  the  indictment,  and  having  in  his 
hands  certain  writs  of  attachment  in  favor  of  certain  creditors  of 
one  Myron  Fuller,  who  had  then  lately  absconded,  against  said 
Fuller.     The  processes  were  conceded  to  have  been  regular  and 
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legal.     For  the  prosecution,  testimony  was  also  given  tending  to  Wasrinotoiv, 
show,  that  said  constable,  on  or  about  the  day  named  in  the  indict-       -^'  ' 


ment,  at  said  Stowe,  having  made  attachment  of  certain  personal       ^^ 

property  of  said  Myron  Fuller  on  said  writs^  and  having  the  pos-  Down«r'et  ai. 

session  and  control  of  said  property  by  virtue  of  said  attachments, 

the  defendants  came  forcibly  upon  the  plaintiff,  and  resisted  him 

in  the  manner  set  forth  in  the  indictment,  by  assaulting,  beating, 

&c. 

The  defendants  offered  testimony  tending  to  show,  that  they  act- 
ed  as  assistants  to  one  Thomas  J.  Raymond  and  others,  who  were 
legally  authorized  to  serve  certain  writs  of  attachment  in  favor  of 
this  defendant,  Downer,  against  3aid  Myron  Fuller ;  and  that  said 
Thomas  J.  Raymond,  on  said  writs,  which  were  conceded,  had 
made  a  previous  attachment  of  the  same  property ;  and  that  what 
they  did,  was  done  in  defence  of  possession  acquired  by  virtue  of 
this  previous  attachment. 

The  defendants  offered  also  to  give  in  evidence  to  the  jury,  tes- 
timony tending  to  show,  that  previous  to  the  attachment  by  said 
Churchill,  the  said  Myron  Fuller  had  conveyed  this  property  to 
Downer,  and  that  Churchill  had  notice  of  this  transfer,  and  that 
what  they  did,  was  done  in  defence  of  his  property  so  acquired, 
and  that  the  debtor,  Myron  Fuller,  had  no  attachable  interest  in 
the  property-^not  pretending  that  the  testimony  would  have  any 
tendency  to  convince  the  jury  that  the  said  Churchill  had  no  grounds 
of  believing  that  Myron  Fuller  had  any  attachable  interest  in  the 
property,  or  that  he  acted  in  bad  faith  in  attempting  the  attachment. 

The  court  decided  that  unless  the  testimony  was  ofiered  to  make 
out  one  of  the  two  latter  propositions,  it  could  not  avail  the  defen- 
dant in  justifying  them  in  forcibly  resisting  the  officer,  and  reject- 
ed the  testimony. 

The  case  vras  submitted  to  the  jury  under  instructions  from  the 

court,  td  which  the  defendants  do  not  wish  to  have  exceptions. 

The  jury  returned  a  verdict  o{ guilty  against  both  defendants. 

After  verdict  and  before  judgment,  the  defendants  moved  the 
court  to  arrest  judgment  thereon,  for  the  insufficiency  of  the  indict- 
ments 

The  court  overruled  the  motion  ;  but  in  consideration  of  the  im- 
portance of  the  foregoing  questions,  have  allowed  the  defendants 
this  bill  of  exceptions  to  said  decisions,  and  have  ordered  the  case 
to  pass  to  the  supreme  court  for  their  final  determination  thereon. 

The  indictment  was  as  follows : 

54 
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WAiHiNOToii.  (t  The  Grand  Jurors,  &c.,  present  that  John  B.  Downer,  &c., 
WM^  aud  one  Arcbippus  Fuller,  &c.,  on  the  28th  day  of  September,  A. 
su[t«  D.  1835,  with  force  and  arms,  fee,  in  and  upon  one  Stillman 
Churchill  in  the  peace  then  and  there  being,  and  then  being  Con- 
stable of  Stowe,  in  the  County  of  Washington  aforesaid,  and  in  the 
due  execution  of  his  said  office,  then  and  there  being,  did  make  an 
assault,  and  him  the  said  Stillman  Churchill,  so  being  in  the  due  ex- 
ecution of  his  said  office  as  aforesaid,  then  and  there  did  hinder  and 
impede,  and  then  and  there  beat,  wound,  and  ill-treat,  and  other 
wrongs  to  the  said  Stillman  Churchill,  then  and  there  did,  to  the 
great  damage  of  the  said  Stillman  Churchill,  and  against  the  peace. 
And  the  Jurors  aforesaid,  upon  their  oaths  aforesaid,  do  further 

E resent,  that  the  said  John  B.  Downer  and  the  said  Arcbippus 
*uller,  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  at  Stowe,  in  the  Coun- 
ty of  Washington  aforesaid,  with  force  and  arms  at  said  Stowe,  in 
and  upon  one  Stillman  Churchill,  in  the  peace  then  and  there  be- 
ing; and  the  said  Churchill  then  being  Constable  of  Stowe  in  the 
County  aforesaid,  and  having  in  his  hands  certain  writs  of  attach- 
ment to  serve  and  return  according  to  law,  and  then  and  there  be- 
ing in  the  due  execution  of  his  said  office  of  Constable  as  aforesaid, 
then  and  there  did^make  an  assault  on  him  the  said  Stillman  Church- 
ill, fee,  then  and  there  did  impede  and  hinder,  and  then  and  there 
did  beat,  wound  and  ill-treat,  and  other  wrongs  to  the  said  Stillman 
Churchill  then  and  there  did,  contrary  to  the  form,  force  and  effect 
'  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided,  and  against  the  peace 
and  dignity  of  the  State." 

Upham  for  respondents. — There  are  two  questions  in  this  case — 
The  first  arises  upon  a  bill  of  exceptions,  and  the  second  upon  a 
motion  in  arrest ;  and 

1st,  As  to  the  bill  of  exceptions.  The  defendants,  in  the  court 
below,  oflered  to  prove  that  the  property  which  Churchill,  the  of- 
ficer, attempted  to  attach  as  the  property  of  Myron  Fuller,  was  the 
property  of  one  of  the  defendants,  viz.,  John  B.  Downer,  and  on 
his  farm,  and  that  it  was  not  liable  to  attachment  as  the  property  of 
Myron  Fuller,  and  that  the  defendants  used  no  more  foice  upon 
the  said  Churchill  than  was  necessary  to  prevent  his  taking  away 
the  property.  This  evidence  was  objected  to  by  the  counsel  for 
the  State,  aad  excluded  by  the  court.  In  this  decision  of  the  coun- 
ty court,  we  insist  there  was  error. 

It  is  a  principle  as  old  as  the  law  itself,  that  a  man  may  apply 
force  to  force,  in  defence  of  his  person  or  property.  If  the  prop- 
erty in  question  was  the  property  of  Downer,  and  on  his  farm,  and 
not  liable  to  attachment  by  Myron  Fuller's  creditors.  Downer  bad 
a  legal  right  to  use  all  the  force  which  was  necessary  to  prevent 
Churchiirs  taking  it  away. 
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We  have  indeed  fallen  in  evil  times  if  we  are  not  at  liberty  to  ^^iS^^^^^' 
to  defend  our  property  from  invasion,  from  whatever  quarter  it  may       issg. 
come.     Sheriffi  and  constables,  like  other  trespassers,  may  be  re-       ^^^^^ 
sisted  unto  blood,  if  necessary,  for  the  protection  of  person  or  prop-  Downer  et  ai. 
erty. — 2  Chit.  Crim.  Law,  70— TAc  King  vs.  dmevy  5  East's 
Rep.  304—^  Black.  Com.  4. 

2d,  As  to  the  motion  in  arrest.  An  indictment  for  impeding  an 
officer  in  the  execution  of  process,  should  state  the  process  fully 
and  at  large.—- See  Precedents,  2  Chit.  Crim.  Law,  68  and  75. 

In  order  to  make  it  illegal  to  hinder  and  impede  an  officer  in  se- 
curing  a  party  whom  he  attempts  to  arrest,  it  is  necessary  that  the 
arrest  itself  should  be  lawful,  and  this  must  appear  from^he  indict- 
ment itself.  For  if  it  be  otherwise,  even  a  forcible  resistance  may 
be  defended,  as  any  one  may  interfere  to  prevent  an  illegal  caption 
of  person  or  property.— 3  Chit,  Crim.  Law,  70,  n. — I  East's 
Rep.  308. 

The  indictment  must  also  show  for  what  cause,  and  on  what 
proceeding,  and  by  what  officer  the  defendant  was  about  to  be  ar- 
rested.— Stark.  Crim.  Plea.  463 — 1  Russell  on  Crimes,  384,  n.  n. 
—8  Mad.  R.  357—2  Swift's  Dig.  325,  708,  710,  384, 385. 

Again  :  The  indictment  should  allege  that  the  officer  hindered 
and  impeded,  was  acting  under  the  authority  of  this  state. — See 
Stat.  266,  sec.  5':  and  also  that  the  defendants  knew  the  officer 
was  in  the  execution  of  his  office. 

If  we  test  the  indictment  in  this  case  by  the  rules  above  laid 
down,  we  shall  find  it  substantially  defective. 

In  1832,  in  this  county,  in  the  case  of  State  vs.  T%6  Knapps, 
Judge  Royce  held  an  indictment  like  the  one  in  question  bad,  and 
arrested  the  judgment. 

A.  S^aldingy  State's  Attorney.— First.— Is  the  indictment  suf- 
ficient ? 

Sec.  5,  Chap.  32,  of  the  Comp.  I^ws,  p.  266,  enacts,  "That 
"  if  any  person  or  persons  shall  inipedeor  hinder  any  officer,  judi- 
"  cial  or  executive,  civil  or  military,  under  the  authority  of  this 
"  state  in  the  execurion  of  his  office,  such  person  or  persons,  on 
"conviction  thereof,  shall  pay  a  fine  not  exceeding  five  hundred 
"  dollars  each,"  &c. 

The  first  count  in  this  indictment  is  precisely  according  to  the 
roost  approved  forms.— See  Chit.  Crim.  Law,  2  vol.  part  2. — 
Archbald's  Crim.  PI.  250—1  Vt.  Rep.  381—2  Tyler's  R.  212. 

The  indictment  is  good  for  a  common  assault  and  battery. — 6 
East.  304— 3  Vt.  R.  110. 
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)fAiiHiNOToif,      Second. — Was  ibe  evidence  ofiered  improperly  rejected  ?    It  is 
im.       coptended  oot.    The  defendants  did  not  pretend  that  the  evidence 
State       would  bave  any  tendeocy  to  comince  the  jury  that  Cbutchill  bad 
Downer  etai.  no  grouuds  for  believing  tbat  Myron  Fuller  bad  any  attachable  in- 
terest in  tbe  property,  or  that  he  had  acted  in  bad  faith  in  attenipl« 
ing  tbe  attachment. 

It  is  the  policy  of  tbe  law  to  protect  officers*  Where  there  are 
various  claimants  to  property,  the  right  sibould  be  peaceably  settled 
in  a  court  of  law.  Tbe  officer  should  be  protected  where  he  acts 
in  good  faith>  and  has  reasonable  grounds  for  supposing  that  the 
property  belongs  to  the  debtor. 

Should  the  court  adopt  a  different  rule,  it  would  inevitably  tend 
to  encourage  breaches  of  tbe  peace. 

A  private  individual  may  retake  bis  property  where  it  is  wrong- 
fully taken  from  him,  provided  he  can  do  it  in  a  peaceable  man- 
ner.— 3  Black.  Com.  4. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 
Redfield,  J.— We  think  tbe  testimony  offered  by  the  defend- 
ants was  properly  rejected  by  the  county  court.  It  is  well  settled 
that  one  may  defend  the  possession  of  his  property  against  a  stran- 
ger with  such  force  as  may  be  necessary.  But  this  right  cannot 
be  extended  to  tbe  case  of  an  officer  whose  duty  it  is  to  attach  prop- 
erty whenever  he  is  requested  so  to  do.  He  may  or  may  not  re- 
quire indemnity  for  the  act.  But  it  would  be  too  much  to  say  tbat 
he  must  decide  all  cases  of  doubtful  property  at  his  own  hazard^  or 
that  if  he  attempted  to  make  an  attachment  when  the  property  was 
not  in  fact  in  the  debtor,  he  might  by  the  owner  of  the  property  be 
resisted  to  any  extremity.  The  rule  would  be  the  same  when  he 
called  out  the  posse  comitatusy  and  the  question  whether  the  officers 
of  justice,  or  the  rioters,  shall  be  held  liable  to  indictment,  must 
depend  upon  the  decision  of  some  abstract  question  of  property, 
which  the  sagacity  of  no  man  was  sufficient  to  foresee.  And  if  the 
owner  of  property  may  resist  an  officer  in  its  defence,  so  may  cxne 
who  believes  himself  the  owner ;  for  it  vrill  not  do  to  predicate 
crime  upon  so  subtle  n  distinction  as  an  abstrtct  right  of  property. 
It  must  be  something  more  tangible. 

We  believe  the  better  and  safer  and  only  practicable  rule  to  be 
that  whenever  the  question  of  property  is  so  feir  doubtful  that  the 
creditor  and  officer  may  be  supposed  to  act  in  good  faith  in  making 
the  attachmeht,  the  owner  of  the  property  even  cannot  justify  re- 
sistance, but  raust  yield  tbe  possession  and  resort  to  his  remedy  by 
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actioD.    This  is  the  only  mode  in  which  the  question  could  be  tri-  Washinoton, 
ed.     And  unless  such  a  rule  be  adopted,  no  huuian  sagacity  b  ad-        isae. 
equate  to  the  decision  of  those  nice  questions  which  the  duty  of       s^*i« 
sberiffi  and  their  officers  involve.  Downer  etai. 

The  rule  here  established  does  not  impugn  that  which  is  found 
in  the  books,  ^'that  an  illegal  arrest  may  be  resisted."  If  the  pro- 
cess is  void,  or  is  misapplied,  it  is  the  same  as  if  there  were  no 
process,  so  far  as  one's  person  is  concerned.  But  the  case  of  prop- 
erty is  very  different.  It  depends  upon  criteria^  which  are  not 
the  objects  of  sense. 

It  is  well  settled  that  if  an  officer  have  probable  cause  to  suspect 
one  of  felony,  he  may  proceed  to  arrest  him  by  any  force  necessa* 
ry,  and  is  justified,  notwithstanding  the  person  shall  prove  to  have 
been  innocent. — 2  Hale,  79 — 1  East.  301 — Samuel  vs.  Patnfy 
Douglass  357. — 1  Russell  on  C.  504. 

The  question  of  the  sufficiency  of  the  indictment  is  all  that  re- 
mains. If  either  count  in  the  indictment  be  good,  the  motion  in 
arrest  cannot  prevail.  The  second  count  in  the  indictment,  which 
goes  upon  the  statute,  is  manifestly  defective.  The  process  should 
have  been  so  far  set  forth,  that  the  court  could  see  that  it  was  legal, 
and  that  the  officer  had  authority  to  serve  it.  All  the  authorities, 
too,  cocur  in  requiring  that  the  bill  should  contain  an  allegation  of 
the  pariicular  mode  of  resisting  the  officer.  And  no  doubt  the 
mode  in  which  the  process  was  attempted  to  be  executed,  should 
be  specifically  set  forth.  And  it  should  be  alleged  that  the  respon- 
dents knew  of  the  character  in  which  the  officer  claimed  to  act.^ 
For  all  these  reasons,  the  second  count  in  the  bill  is  bad. 

The  first  count  is  for  an  assault  upon  the  officer  in  the  execution 
of  his  office.  This  does  not  conclude  against  the  statute,  and  is 
strictly  for  an  aggravated  assault  at  common  law.  And  it  is  too  well 
settled  to  be  discussed,  that  an  assault  and  resisting  one  in  the  ex- 
ecution of  any  authority  or  power,  is  indictable  at  common  law,  and 
all  the  precedents  of  indictments  for  such  offence  are  like  the  pres- 
ent. We  think  this  count  good  as  for  an  offence  at  common  law. 
And  as  the  statute  has  only  superadded  the  higher  penalty  for  the 
offence,  this  does  not  take  away  the  right  to  proceed  against  the 
offender  for  the  offence,  as  at  common  law,  which  can  only  be  pun- 
ished with  fine  and  imprisonment  in  the  common  jail. — Doug. 
445— 2  Ch.  C.  L.  70—1  Russell,  48— 2  Hawkins,  625,  ^4. 
—1  Saund.  R.  135,  a  (4)— IKi^  vs.   Dickinson,  2  Salk.  46. 

This  count  is  in  strict  conformity  with  the  precedents  found  in 
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Wabhinqton.  jiie  English  books.— 2  Chit,  696,  and  cases  cited.— Archbald's 

i836.;_  PI.  and  Ev.  302. 

State  The  judgment  of  this  court  is,  that  respondents  take  nothing  by 

Downoretai.  their  oiotion  or  exceptions,  and  judgment  was  rendered  against  the 
respondents. 


Wabiiington,  Thomas  J.  Wood  vs.  Timothy  Dudley  Jr. 

March, 
ISi^e  Distinction  betwoon   a  mortgage  and  a  pledge.     A  mortgagor  of  a  personal 

chattel  cannot  suBtaiu  trover  against  his  mortgagee,  unless  the  chattel  bete- 

deemed. 

This  was  an  action  of  trover  for  a  horse. — Plea,  the  general 
issue  and  trial  by  jury. 

On  the  trial  the  defendant  produced  the  following  contract : — 

"  Barrey  February  25,  1834. 

"  Sold  to  Emerson,  Dudley  and  Torrey,  one  bay  mare  for  elev- 
en dollars  and  forty-five  cents,  for  which  I  have  received  my  pay 
in  cash,  and  deliver  said  mare  to  said  Emerson,  Dudley  and  Tor- 
rey as  their  own  property.  The  condition  of  this  bill  of  sale  is 
such,  that  if  I  redeem  said  mare  within  four  weeks,  and  pay  the 
expense  of  keeping,  with  the  above  named  sum  of  eleven  dollars 
and  forty-five  cents  and  interest,  then  this  bill  of  sale  to  be  void, 
otherwise  to  remain  in  full  force  to  convey  said  mare  to  Emerson, 
Dudley  and  Torrey,  as  witness,  my  hand. 

(Signed,)  T.  J.  W." 

The  plaintiff  offered  testimony  tending  to  show,  that  at  the 
time  of  entering  into  this  contract  the  horse  in  question,  was  of 
the  value  of  sixty  dollars;  that  he  was  owing  the  defendant  the 
amount  named  in  the  contract ;  that  no  other  discharge  of  that 
debt  was  given,  than  would  result  from  the  contract,  and  that  the 
horse  was  delivered  over  to  defendant  at  the  time  of  executing  the 
contract ;  that  plaintiff  resided  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the  de- 
fendant, and  that  the  defendant  and  another  of  the  firm  referred  to 
in  the  contract,  without  his  permission,  took  the  horse  in  question 
within  the  first  four  weeks,  and  the  sleighing  bad,  drove  her  from 
Barre  to  Montpelier  a  distance  of  eight  or  nine  miles  and  back,  by 
which  she  was  very  materially  injured  and  depreciated  in  value. 

Irhe  plaintiff  also  offered  testimony  tending  to  show  that  after 
this  time  and  before  the  expiration  of  the  time  set  in  the  aforesaid 
contract  for  the  payment  of  said  sum  of  ^11,45,  that  he  oflS^red  to 
pay  defendant  that  sum  on  condition  that  defendant  would  pay  bim 


Digitized  by  VjOOQ IC 


OF  THE  STATE  OF  VERMONT.  431 

for  the  damage  done  the  horse,  to  which  offier  the  defendant  re-  ^^V"^"J^''* 

plied,  lei  it  be,  and  see  how  the  mare  comes  out ;  and  afterwards, i^^e 

and  without  any  thing  further  passing  between  ilie  parties,  the  de-       ^^^"'' 
fendant  in  the  month  of  August  after,  sold  the  mare.  DudUy. 

The  defendant  offered  testimony  lending  to  show,  that  the  mare 
was  of  no  more  than  the  value  of  $40  or  $45,  when  he  received 
her,  and  that  after  that  time  the  plaintiff,  by  defendant's  consent, 
loaned  her  to  go  to  Plainfield,  by  which  she  was  injured,  and  that 
she  was  not  materially  injured  by  the  use  to  Montpelier  aforesaid, 
that  the  plaintiff  gave  defendant  permission  to  use  the  mare  to  tl)e 
extent  he  did  use  her  ;  that  the  plaintiff,  at  the  time  he  offered  to 
pay  the  sum  named  in  the  contract  aforesaid,  absolutely  refused 
even  to  pay  the  sum*,  or  to  close  the  contract,  unless  upon  the  con- 
dition that  defendant  would  pay  him  damages  for  the  use  of  the 
mare  as  aforesaid,  and  that  he  afterwards  sold  the  mare  to  pay  the 
debt,  and  had  always  held  himself  ready  to  account  for  any  bal- 
ance which  was  in  his  hands. 

The  court  charged  the  jury,  that  if  they  found  the  fact,  that 
the  mare  at  the  lime  of  the  delivery  to  the  defendant  was  of  a 
very  disproportionate  value  to  the  amount  of  the  debt,  that  is,  if 
she  was  then  worth  from  g40  to  $60,  and  that  the  debt  being  on- 
ly eleven  or  twelve  dollars,  and  that  no  discharge  of  the  debt  was 
given  except  what  would  result  from  the  transaction  itself,  that  the 
contract  would  be  in  law  a  mere  pawn  or  p»ledge,  of  the  property 
to  secure  the  debt,  and  would  not  vest  the  general  property  in  de- 
fendant. 

Thai  as  to  the  right  of  the  pawnee  to  use  the  thing  pawned, 
almost  every  case  must  depend  upon  its  own  peculiar  circumstan- 
ces, and  the  established  custom  of  the  country  upon  that  subject. 
As  this  contract  was  to  run  but  a  short  time,  as  there  was  an  ex- 
press stipulation  that  plaintiff  in  case  of  redeeming  should  pay  the 
whole  expense  of  keeping  as  well  as  the  debt,  and  as  the  plaintiff 
himself  was  admitted  to  reside  in  the  immediate  vicinity  if  they 
believed  that  fact,  then  the  defendant  had  no  right  by  this  contract 
to  put  the  mare  to  any  such  use  as  would  amount  to  service,  mere 
use  about  town  which  would  be  for  the  benefit  of  the  mare,  would 
oot  amount  to  a  conversion,  but  tf  they  found  the  fact  proved  that 
the  plaintiff  was  in  the  immediate  vicinity,  and  might  have  been 
consulted,  and  was  not,  and  gave  no  permission  to  defendant,  either 
for  this  use  or  to  use  the  mare  generally,  and  under  these  circum- 
stances the  defendant  took  the  mare  and  drove  her  with  two  per- 
sons, and  out  of  town  a  distance  of  eight  or  nine  miles  and  the 
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Washington,  sleighing  bad,   the  court  Considered  that  such  a  use  of  the    mare 
i8')6*'       as  by  the  terms  of  the  contract  under  the  circumstances  the  defen- 
vvJod        dant  was  not  warranted  in  putting  her  to,  and  would  amount  to  a 
Dudley.       conversion  of  the  property,  unless  there  was  some  uniform  custom 
of  the  country  applicable  to  all  such  contracts,  by  which  the  de- 
fendant would  have  a  right  to  use  a  horse  pawned  for  the  security 
of  a  debt,  which  was  not  attempted  to  be  shown.      But  if  the 
plaintiff  gave  consent,  either  general  or  express,  or  if  the  jury- 
thought  from  the  conduct  or  relation  of  the  parties  at  the  time,  or 
'  their  assertions  as  proved,  they  could  be  fairly  warranted  in   infer- 
ring that  the  plaintiff  gave  consent,  then  the  fact  that   the  mare 
was  injured  in  the  use  through  the  neglect  of  defendant,  would  not 
amount  to  a  conversion.     If  they  found  a  conversion  here  as  above 
described,  the  plaintiff  would  be  entitled  to  recover  the  value  of 
the  mare  at  the  time  of  the  conversion,  deducting  the  debt  and  in- 
terest and  keeping,  to  which  defendant  assented.     As  to  the  rule 
of  damages,  if  they  did  not  find   a  conversion  here  as  declared, 
they  would  enquire  further.     If  there  had  been  no  conversion  pre- 
vious to  the  offer  to  pay  the  debt,  then  the  plaintiff  had  no  right 
to  annex  any  such  condition  to  his  tender,  as  he  did,  and  the  ten- 
der would  amount  to  nothing,  unless  the  defendant  gave  the  plain- 
tiff to  understand  and  so  intended  to  be  understood  that  he  would 
extend  the  time  of  payment  and  thereby  induce  the  plaintiff  to 
omit  to  make  payment  or  tender  at  that  time.     If  this  was  done 
the  time  would  be  extended.     And  if  so,  and  the  defendant  sold 
the  mare  within  the  extended  time,  this  would  amount  to  a  con- 
version.    If  no  definite  time  was  named,  then  it  would  be  the  du- 
ty of  the  plaintiff  to  redeem  within  a  reasonable  time.      That 
the  sale  would  not  amount  to  a  conversion  unless  the  defendant  in- 
tended to  give   the  plaintiff  to  understand   he  would  wait  a  lon- 
ger time  than  he  did  wait,  and  ^then  sold  the  mare  without  no- 
tice to  defendant.     If  so,  it  would  amount  to  a  conversion.     The 
jury  would  consider  what  was  said  and  done  and  whether  the 
plaintiff  was  reasonably  warranted  in  expecting  the  time  was  ex-* 
tended  beyond  the  19th  of  August.     If  not,  the  sale  would  not 
amount  to  a  conversion. 

They  would  also  consider  whether  the  plaintiff  gave  the  defeo-* 
dant  to  understand  and  eo  intended  at  the  time  of  the  <^r  to  pay 
the  money  that  he  never  would  settle  the  matter  unless  upon  the 
condition  he  then  named ;  and  the  defeadant's  reply  was  made 
with  reference  to  this  understanding.  If  so,  the  defendant  had  » 
right  to  sell  the  mare  in  a  prudent  manner,  and  the  sale  would  not 
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amount  to  a  coo  version.     If  they  found  a  coiiversioi^  in  tbe'^ast  ^^S"*^®"' 
point,  tbey  would  adopt  the  same  rule  of  damages,  giving  only  the        isse. 
value  of  the  property  at  the  time  of  the  conversion,  with  the  same       ^^ 
deduction.     The  jury  gave  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff.     Defendant      ^u^i^r- 
excepted. 

Upham  and  Kinamanfor  defendant, — I.  The  bid  of  sale  from 
Wood  to  Emerson,  Dudley  &.  Torrey,  was  a  mortgage  of  the 
mare  in  question,  for  the  payment  of  $11  45. — 1  Pow.  on  Mort. 
d  ib.  33,  n.  a.-^  Kent's  Com.  l^^-^Burroto  vs.  Paxton,  5 
John.  R.  261— Holmes  etal.  vs.  Crane^  2  Pick.  R.  607— J3roum 
vs.  Benneti  et  ah  8  John.  R.  96 — Cortdyon  vs.  Lansings  2  N. 
Y.  Cases  in  Error,  200— Mar^A  vs.  Lawrence^  4  Cow.  R.  461 — 
Oifford  vs.  Fordy  5  Vt.  R.  531— Story  on  Bailment,  Wl—Ack- 
ky  vs.  rinch,  7  Cow.  290. 

2.  A  mortgage  of  goods  differs  from  a  pledge  or  pawn,  in  thii, 
that  the  former  is  a  conveyance  of  title  upon  condition,  and  it  be- 
comes an  absolute  interest  at  law  if  not  redeemed  by  a  given  time, 
and  it  may  be  valid  without  actual  delivery .-~4  Kent's  Com.  132. 

In  the  case  of  a  pawn,  if  no  time  be  fixed  by  contract,  the  pawn- 
or may  redeem  it  at  any  time ;  and  though  a  day  of  payment  be  fix- 
ed, he  may  redeem  it  after  the  day. — id.  132. 

8.  If  the  county  court  were  right  in  deciding  that  the  mare  in 
question  was  pawned  to  Emerson,  Dudley  &  Torry  for  the  sum  of 
^11  45,  they  were  incorrect  in  deciding  that  the  pawnees  had  no 
right  to  use  her.  If  property  pawned  be  such  as  not  to  be  worse 
for  use,  as  jewels,  ear-rings,  &c.,  it  may  be  used  by  the  pawnee. — 
2  Kent's  Com.  450. 

So,  if  a  horse  be  pawned,  he  may  be  lawfully  used  by  the  paw- 
nee, and  it  is  no  conversion. — 4  Kent's  Com.  450 — Story  on  Bail- 
ment, 235,  236. 

4.  Driving  the  mare  from  Barre  to  Montpelier,  before  the  ex- 
piration of  the  four  weeks  given  to  redeem  her,  was  no  conversion  ; 
and  the  jury  should  so  have  been  charged  in  the  court  below.  If 
the  defendant  injured  her  by  immoderately  driving,  he  may  be  su- 
ed for  such  injury  in  a  proper  action  on  the  case,  but  trover  will 
not  lie. 

5.  The  plaintiff  cannot  maintain  trover  for  the  mare  before  he 
pays  or  tenders  the  money  for  which  she  was  mortgaged  or  pledg- 
ed  1  Chit.  PI.  175,  and  cases  there  cited. 

6.  If  the  time  of  payment  was  extended,  the  plaintiff  should 
show  that  he  tendered  the  money  within  the  extended  time ;  and 
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WAMmraToM,  if  no  {larticular  time  was  agreed  upon,  he  shouM  show  that  he  paid 
I8a».        Of  tendered  the  sum  due  id  a  reasonable  time. 
Wood  7.   Tbe  sale  of  the  mare  by  the  defendant,  in  the  month  of  Au- 

DudHoy.     gust,  1834,  was  no  conveiBion. — 2  Kent's  Com.  579 — 2  Vt.  R. 
809,  BuUard  vs.  Billingt. 

BiU  and  L.  B.  Feck  for  plaintiff- — 1*  The  contract,  under 
which  the  defendant  claims,  was  a  pledge  and  not  a  mortgage  of 
the  mare.  Courts,  in  all  cases  of  contracts,  look  to  the  intention 
of  the  parties,  and  give  such  a  construction  to  the  contract  as  the 
patties  ii^eoded  it  should  receive,  if  it  can  be  done  without  viola- 
ting  any  settled  principle  of  law.  The  contract,  in  the  present 
ease,  was  drawn  up  by  the  parties,  and,  as  might  be  expected,  is 
very  infbimal  and  loosely  drawn.  If  we  recur  to  the  circumstances 
attending  the  execution  of  the  contract,  there  is  not  muoh  room  to 
dottbty  that  the  parties  intended  the  contract  should  be  in  the  na- 
ture of  a  pledge.  The  mare  was  worth  some  sixty  dollars,  and 
was  delivered  to  secure  the  payment  of  an  antecedent  debt  of  only 
some  eleven  dollars.  It  is  hardly  to  be  supposed  that  either  party 
'contemplated  that  the  mare^should  become  the  absolute  property  of 
"".he  defiradant,  in  case  the  debt  was  not  paid  within  the  time  limit- 
ed by  the  contract.  This  would  be  the  result,  if  the  contract  is 
regarded  as  a  mortgage.  To  give  this  construction  to  the  contract, 
would  violate  the  intention  of  the  parties,  and  work  a  positive  inju- 
ry to  the  plaintiC 

2.  If  the  contract  was  a  pledge,  this  action  may  be  well  sustain-, 
ed.  The  defendant  was  gu)lty  of  a  conversion  by  using  the  mare. 
The  contract  contained  the  stipulation  that  the  plaintiff  should  pay 
her  keeping,  which  removes  all  implied  understanding,  that  the 
defendant  was  authorisEed  to  use  her.  He  would  not  have  been 
justified  in  driving  her,  in  the  manner  he  drove  her  to  Montpelkr, 
under  any  circumstances.  Such  violent  use  would  be  a  conver- 
sion.-*2  Cain'a  Cas.  in  Error,  900. 

3.  The  sale  of  the  mare  without  notice  to  the  ptamtiff,  was  a 
conversion  beyond  all  question  ;  and  the  defendant  having  put  it 
out  of  his  power  to  return  her,  the  plaintiff  was  not  required  to  ten^ 
der  the  amount  for  which  she  was  pledged.  On  this  point,  all  the 
cases  agree. — 2  Cain's  Cas.  in  Error,  206 — Story  on  Baikneats, 
236. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 
Phelps,  J. — ^The  only  question  in  this  case  is,  whether  the 
eontract  in  question  be  a  mortgage  or  a  pledge.    If  the  former,  the 
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phiotiff canoot  recover;  but  if  the  latter^  he  may  reeo?er,  provi-lWAsmmrroir. 
ded  the  proof  makes  out  a  conTersion.  ^ISe^' 

The  distinctioQ  between  a  mortgage  and  a  pledge,  is  importaaty  wood 
as  the  efiects  of  each  are  widely  diflerent.  lo  a  mortgage  of  a  per-  nvSi^j. 
sooal  chattel,  the  general  property  passes  to  the  mortgagee,  subject 
to  be  redeemed,  according  to  the  terms  of  the  contract ;  and  if  not 
redeemed  within  the  time  limited,  the  property  becomes  absolute 
in  the  mortgagee.  The  consequence  is,  that  the  mortgagee  may 
sell  or  otherwise  dispose  of  the  chattel  immediately.  But  in  case 
of  a  pledge,  the  general  property  does  not  pass,  but  remains  in  the 
pawnor,-^the  pawnee  having  only  a  special  property,  or  lien ;  and 
in  this  case,  although  the  pledge  may  not  be  redeemed  by  the  time 
limited,  yet  it  retains  the  character  of  a  pledge  still. 

Although  the  nature  and  consequences  of  these  different  contracts 
are  thus  (Kfierent,  yet  it  is  often  a  matter  of  no  Httle  difficulty  to  de- 
termine whether  a  transaction  be  one  or  the  other;  and  I  know  of 
no  criterion,  on  this  point,  except  the  intention  of  the  parties  as 
gathered  from  their  contract.  If  the  contract  be  in  writing,  it  be- 
comes a  question  of  construction.  The  written  contract  is  in  these 
words :  *'  Sold,  Barre  Feb.  25, 1834,  to  Emerson,  Dudley  b  Tor- 
rey,  one  bay  mare,  for  eleven  dollars  and  forty-five  cents,  for  which 
I  have  received  my  pay  in  cash,  and  delivered  said  mare  to  said 
Emerson,  Dudley  &  Torrey  as  their  own  property.  The  condi- 
tion of  this  bill  or  sale  is  such,  that  if  I  redeem  said  mare  within 
four  weeks,  and  pay  the  expense  of  keeping,  with  the  above  named 
sum  of  eleven  dollars  and  forty- five  cents  and  interest,  then  this  bill 
of  sale  to  be  void— -otherwise  to  remain  In  fnll  force  to  convey  said 
mare  to  Emerson,  Dudley  &  Torrey. — As  witness  my  hand.— 
Signed  T.  J.  W." 

It  is  evident  that  a  mortgage  was  contemplated  by  this  instruitient. 
It  is  a  mortgage  in  form  and  in  terms.  The  general  property  is 
passed,  subject  to  a  redemption.  It  is  a  sale  with  condition.  Had 
the  parties  intended  to  make  it  a  mortgage,  as  distinguished  from  a 
pledge,  they  could  not  use  stronger  or  more  explicit  hnguage.  In- 
deed, they  could  not  add  to  it,  unless  they  had  used  the  negative 
language,  that  it  was  not  to  be  considered  a  pledge.  To  hold  the 
contract  a  mere  pledge,  is  inconsistent  with  the  terms  of  the  instru- 
ment. 

The  contract  being  a  mortgage,  (he  foundation  of  tfie  action 
fails.  The  horse  having  never  been  redeemed,  the  title  of  the  de- 
fendant is  absolute ;  and  this  absolute  title  has  relation  to  the  date 
of  the  instrument.. rsMffj^cenent- property  being  in  the  defendant 
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WAMinMrfON,  at  the  time  of  the  supposed  conversion,  and  the  plakiiiff^havmg 
1^6        only  a  right  of  redemption  which  is  now  extinct,  nothing  is  left  to 
Wood       sustain  the  action. 
Oudi«y.  Judgment  reversed^  and  cause  remanded. 


Wasbingtoh,  Di^NFORTH  W.  Stiles  vi.  Town  of  Middlesex. 

Marchf 

^8^'  Damages  were  awarded  and  paid  to  a  person,  on  account  of  a  road  laid  oat 

through  bis  land ;  and  said  road,  before  being  opened  or  made,  was  ro.sarYej. 
ed  and  altered,  on  the  appHeation  of  <uch  person,  but  no  part  of  said  road 
was  removed  from  his  land.  The  report  of  the  eommitteo  making  such  alter, 
ation  was  silent  on  the  subject  of  damages.  Held,  that  these  facts  alone  did 
not  entitle  the  town  to  recover  back  the  damages  so  paid. 

Ji  setfM  that  no  part  of  such  damages  can  be  recovered  back,  by  reason  of  the 
discontinuance  of  the  road,  after  it  has  been  opened  and  used  as  a  highway. 
OtkertDite,  if  it  is  discontinued  and  abandoned  before  it  is  opened  or  made. 

This  cause  came  up  from  the  county  court  on  the  following  hill 
of  exceptions ; 

This  was  an  action  of  assumpsit  for  monies,  expenses  and  servi- 
ces, rendered  in  taking  care  of  one  Laura  Hackett,  and  Richard 
Clifford. 

Plea — general  issue,  and  plea  in  offiet  for  money  had  and  re^ 
ceived. — Mutual  issues  to  the  court. 

The  defendants,  to  support  the  plea  in  ofiset,  offered  parol  eii- 
dence  tending  to  show,  that  in  the  year  1830,  the  road  commis- 
sioners for  the  county  of  Washington,  laid  out  a  road  through 
plaintiff's  land,  and  ordered  that  the  town  of  Middlesex  should  pay 
as  damages  to  the  plaintiff,  $21 ;  which  was  paid  by  said  town : 
That  the  plaintiff,  being  dissatisfied  with  the  road  as  laid  by  the 
county  comnoissioners,  requested  the  selectmen  to  delay  the  open- 
ing of  it  for  the  whole  length  for  which  it  was  laid  out ;  and  the 
selectmen  did  delay  the  opening  of  said  road,  on  the  plaintiff's 
agreeing  to  expend  j^  10  on  a  certain  other  road  :  That  four  years 
afterwards,  the  plaintiff,  with  the  consent,  in  accordance  with  the 
wishes,  and  in  pursuance  ol  a  contract  with  said  town,  that  he  should 
pay  the  one  hajf  the  expense  of  said  committee,.which  he  has  paid, 
procured  the  appointment,  by  Washington  County  Court,  at  their 
November  session,  1834,  of  a  committee,  who  altered  about  two- 
fifths  of  said  road ;  leaving  unaltered  that  portion  which  the  plain- 
tiff had  made,  principally  before  the  laying  out  of  the  road  by  said 
commissioners;  and  the  whole  still  running  ihrough  plaintiff's  land. 
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Which  report  Was*acoepted,  and^the  road  laid  out  and  opened  ac-  WAmmoTONt 
cordingly.    And  that  said  committee  did  not  award  damages  in       iwe. 
the  case.  stiict 

vs. 

To  the  admission  of  which  testimony,  plaintiff  objects ;  and  it    Middietei. 
was  excluded.  Judgment  for  plaintiff. 

To  the  decision  rejecting  said  testimony,  the  defendants  except. 

Merrill  and  Spalding  in  support  of  the  exceptions. — ^The  facts 
are  in  short  as  follow :  The  commissioners  laid  out  a  road  through 
plaintiff's  land,  taking  as  part  thereof  a  road  which  plaintiff  had 
made  previously  for  his  own  accommodation,  and  which  extended 
about  three-fifths  of  the  whole  distance ;  and  awarded  as  damages 
$21,  which  defendant  paid.  The  plaintiff  was  dissatisfied — re- 
quested delay,  which  was  granted ;  and  ultimately,  the  decision  of 
commissioners' was  reversed  by  another  board,  and  the  road  laid  as 
plaintiff  wished,  and  committee  awarded  no  damages ;  and  the 
whole  road  was  altered  or  laid  in  a  different  place  by  the  commit- 
tee, except  that  part  [which  plaintiff  had  previously  made  for  his 
own  benefit. 

It  will  be  noticed,  that  all  the  proceedings  in  this  case  (after  the «. 
decision  of  the^commissioners)  were  had  at  the  request  of  plaintiff, 
and  their  decision  reversed  at  the  request  of  plaintiff. 

The  infereuce  is,  that  plaintiff  preferred  the  decision  of  the  com<' 
mittee  without  damages^  to  that  of  the  commissioners  tvith  dama- 
ges. 

To  suffer  him  to  retain  the  money,  would  be  to  permit  him  to 
derive  benefit  from  both  decisions. 

First. — ^It  is  contended  that  this  case  is  the  same  in  principle,  if 
not  technically,  as  the  case  of  a  reversal  of  a  judgment  in  an  ordi- 
nary suit  at  law — in  which  case,  no  doubt,  this  action  can  be  sus- 
tained. 

The  record  in  this  case,  it  is  true,  may  not,  in  point  of  form, 
read  like  a  judgment  of  reversal  in  an  ordinary  suit ;  but  in  substance 
it  is  the  same. 

The  decision  of  the  county ~court,~on  the  question  of  the  accept- 
ance of  the  report  of  the^committee,  has  the  effect  to  set  aside  and 
vacate  and  reverse  the  decision  of  the  commissioners. 

The  commissioners  ^say  the  road  shall  run  in  a  certain  direction 
which  will  prove  an  injury  or  inconvenience  to'jhe  plaintiff  to  the 
amount  of  $21.  The  committee  say^it  shall  run  in  a  different  di- 
rection, just  as  plaintiff  wants  it ;  and  that  instead  of  bein^  a  dam- 
Age,  it  will  be  a  benefit*to  plaintiff. 
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^^m""?^"*      Can  plaintiff  then  retain  the  money  with  a  good  eonscieooe  ? 

i8».  Perhaps  no  two  cases  ever  did  or  ever  will  agree  in  all  their  oir- 

^M^       cumstances.     It  is  sufficient  to  support  the  action^  to  show  that  it 

MkAAiemaL.    is  within  the  general  prindplei  esUbKihed  io  relation  to  actions  of 

this  nature.   In  deciding  actions  of  thb  kind^  these  priooiples  should 

never  be  lost  sight  of. 

Blackstone  says,  (3  Corn,  163,)  ^'This  action  b  applicable  to 
<'  almost  every  case  where  a  person  has  received  money  which  ex 
"  equo  et  bono  he  ought  to  refund." 

Lord  Mansfield  says,  (2  Bur.  1005,)  ''The  gist  of  this  kind  of 
''action  i&,  that  the  defendant,  upon  the  circumstances  of  the  case, 
'  "  is  obliged  by  the  ties  of  natural  justice  and  equality  to  refund  the 

"money." 

Second. — It  is  contended  that  this  action  can  be  sustained  on 
the  principle  that  the  consideration  has  failed. 

"  Where  a  man  has  received  money  upon  a  consideraxion  which 
happens  to  fail,  the  person  from  whom  it  is  received  may  recover 
it  back  by  action  of  indebitatus  assumpsitf  as  money  had  and  re- 
ceived to  hb  use." — 2  Comyn  on  Con,  45 — 2  Term  Rep*  369. 

The  consideration  in  this  case  was  the  surrendering  a  public  high- 
way across  plaintiff's  land.  But  plaintiff  was  never  called  upon  to 
give  up  this  right.  Nothing  was  done  in  pursuance  of  the  decis- 
ion of  the  commissioners.  The  part  of  the  road  which  was  work- 
ed was  in  the  same  situation  prior  to  their  decision,  or«  if  any  re- 
pairs were  subsequently  made,  they  were  made  for  plaintiff's  ben- 
efit, and  not  in  consequence  of  that  decision,  or  by  the  authority  of 
the  selectmen.  Therefore,  in  this  case,  there  is  a  total  failure  of 
the  consideration. 

The  absurdity  and  injustice  of  sufiering  plaintiff  to  retain  this 
money,  will  appear,  by  supposing  that  the  last  committee  had  also 
assessed  21  dollars  damages.  Would  it  not  have  been  gross  injus- 
tice to  have  compelled  the  town  of  Middlesex  to  pay  two  assess- 
ments, and  but  one  road  made  ?  The  case,  as  it  now  stands,  is  as 
strong  b  (avor  of  defendant  as  in  the  case  supposed. 

"  Money  paid  on  account  of  services  to  be  performed,  may  be 
recovered  back  in  case  of  non-performance." — 2  Com.  on  Con. 
71. — Wheeler  et  al.  vs.  Boast,  12  John  R.  363. 

Thirdly, — But  even  if  there  had  been  part  performance,  or, 
more  properly  speaking,  had  the  award  of  commissioners  been  part- 
ly carried  into  execution,  and  the  farther  prosecution  been  suspen- 
ded, defendant  would  be  entitled  to  recover ;  for, 

It  is  contended  that  this  case  would  then  come  within  the  prin- 
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eiple  establiabad  in  ^'elation  Co  sales,  where  pan  of  the  considera-  WAumioToir, 

tlOD  mlB.  1836, 

Although  Hhe  law  updn  this  poiDt  is  uosettled,  and  the  decisions       3"^«« 
cootradictory,  yet  Judge  Kent  says,  (2  Com.  4T3,)  '*  In  New- York,    MiddfMes. 
a  panial  as  well  as  a  total  fiulure  of  the  ooDsideration  may  beLgiven 
in  efidenee  by  the  maker  of  a  note  to#defeat  or  mitigate,  au  the 
ease  may  be,  the  recovery •'' 

JPourtA/y.-^h  is  submitted  that  aoother  principle,  loag  since  set- 
tled in  actioiis  of  this  khd,  bean  a  stroog  analogy  to  the  present 


That  this  action  Hes  to  recover  money  paid  on  a  contract  re- 
scinded by  one  party,  or  where  both  parties  mutually  agree  to  a  re* 
sdndmmit,  &e. ;  for,  although  in  thai  case  it  cannot  in  strictness  be 
said  th&t  the  laying  the  road  was  a  ccntrad  between  these  parties, 
yet  the  delaying  to  carry  the  decree  into  efiect  was  in  consequence 
of  the  mutual  agreement  of  these  parties,  and  in  that  point  <tf  view 
compares  with  cases  of  mutual  teacindment,  and  the  ^ect,  as  be-  . 
tween  tbese  parties,  was  precisely  the  same ;  for  the  result  was  in 
aecordanoe  whh  their  wiriies  and  mutual  agreement. 

The  principle  is  thus  laid  down  in  8  Com.  on  Con.  64 :  ^<  Aa^ 
sumpsit  for  money  bad  and  reoeived  Kes  when  a  payment  has  been 
made  on  a  contract  which  is  rescmded  or  pot  an  end  to,  or  when 
both  parties  mutuaily  assent  to  its  being  rescinded.-— "1  Term  R. 
186,  188. 

S.  B.  Prentice  was  heard  an  the  other  tide. 
The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

RoTCB,  J. — ^The  case  which  the  defendants  offered  to  make  out, 
under  their  plea  in  offiet,  has  been  compared  to  the  compulsory 
payment  of  a  judgment  at  law,  which  is  afterwards  reversed  or  set 
aside.  And  as  in  that  case  the  money  paid  may  generally  be  re- 
covered back  in  assumpsit,  so,  it  is  contended,  may  the  sum  now 
claimed  in  offiet.  But  the  analogy  is  evidently  too  imperfect  to  be 
relied  upon.  Here,  was  no  reversal,  either  deciding  the  original 
subject  matter  finally  in  fovor  of  the  plaintiff,  or  leaving  it  open  for 
fiiture  decitton.  The  very  act  which  is  called  a  reversal  settled  the 
matter  the  same  way  as  before,  with  some  corrections.  This  was 
all  that  the  plaintiff  applied  for.  He  did.not  seek  to  have  the  road 
abolisbed,  but  only  altered  in  part ;  and  that  was  done,  leaving  the 
whole  road  still  upon  his  land.  Nor  is  any  thing  gained  in  aid  of 
the  claisi,  by  attempting  to  liken  the  present  c^se  to  a  contract  re- 
scinded by  the  parties.  I  shall  therefore  confine  myself  to  the 
question  of  consideration. 
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WABHfNGnroif,  Xbe  payment  sou^t  to  be  recovered  baek  was  made  io  saAa&c^ 
1836.  *  tioD  of  damages  awarded  to  the  plaintiff.  Those  damages  were  as- 
stu«s  sessed  as  the  probable  amount  of  injury  to  be  occasioned  by  the 
Middlesex,  public  easement  in  his  land.  Io  one  respect^  the  just  amount  was 
incapable  of  any  fixed  and  certain  estimate,  since  the  dui'ation  of 
the  incumbrance  could  notibe  known.  The  road  might  be  discon- 
tinued, and  the  easement  thereby  extinguished,  whenever  the  com-' 
potent  authority  should  direct*  But  as  the  damages  awarded  could 
not  afterwards  be  increased,  so  neither  should  they  be  subject  to 
diminution  or  apportionment,  with  reference  to  such  an  event.--* 
They  operated  as  a  legal  compensation  to  the  plabtiff,  while  the 
incumbrance  should  continue,  be  it  for  a  longer  or  a  shorter  period. 
On  such  occasions,  it  is  always  supposed,  however,  that  the  injury 
will  commence  ;  and  therefore  if  the  survey  of  a  road  isefiectually 
abandoned  before  the  road  is  opened  or  made,  there  can  be  no  con- 
sideration for  retuning  the  damages.  In  such  case,  they  may  un- 
doubtedly be  recovered  back.  But  the  present  is  not  such  a  case. 
The  re-survey  and  alteration  of  a  road,  without  removing  it  from 
the  party's  land,  is  altogether  a  difierent  affiiir  irom  the  absolute 
kiflcontinuance  and  abandonment  of  such  road.  Nor  does  the  si- 
snce  of  the  last  committee  on  the  subject  of  damages  furnish  any 
certain  inference  that  the  altered  road  was  in  no  degree  injurious  to 
the  plaintiff.  It  receives  a  more  probable  ex(danation  from  the 
fact,  that  damages  bad  already  been  paid.  At  all  events,  the  equi- 
table right  of  the  plaintiff  to  retain  these  damages,  is  not  disproved 
by  the  facts  otbied  to  be  shown.  And  as  he  received  them  upon 
a  just  and  legal  consideration,  that  ground  should  be  satisfactorily 
removed,  before  the  claim  in  offiet  can  be  supported.  The  evi- 
dence was  properly  rejected  I 

Judgment  of  county  court  affirmed. 


^en 


Wallace  &  Palmer  vs.  Gkoroe  W.  Barkeb. 

WiBBWOTON    ^  wooden  boot,  hang  tip  at  the  door  of  a  boot  and  shoe-maker'fl  shop  aa  a  sign 
Mareht     *      of  his  trade,  ii  liable  to  attaehment,  like  other  goods  and  chattels. 
1S86. 

This  was  an  action  of  trespass,  to  recover  the  the  value  of  a 

wooden-boot,  which  the  plaintiffi  had  hanging  at  the  do(Nr  of  their 
shop,  as  a  sign,  with  the  name  of  T.  P.  Wallace  on  a  piece  of 
tin  tacked  on  the  said  boot.  Plea,  the  general  issue^  and  closed 
to  the  court,  with  special  notice,  that  he  should  show  an   attach- 
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roentofMid  propeity/by  him^  the  defeDdant,  as  deputy  sheriffyat  ^^^^?^"' 
tbe  suit  of  a  creditor  of  the  plaintiffs.  isse. 

The  phiatiA,  in  support  of  the  issue  on  their  part,  proved  tbaf  ^^'*'^*^  ^' 
they  carried  on  the  boot  and  shoe-making  business  in  the  viUage  of     Baifc«r. 
Moolpelier,  and  that  the  wooden-boot  in  question  was  taken  by 
the  defendant  and  carried  away,  and  that  it  was  of  the  value  of 
^,00 ;  that  the  name  of  T.  P.  Wallace  was  in  gold  leaf  letters. 

The  defendant j  in  support  of  the  issue  on  his  part,  proved  the 
facts  set  up  in  his  notice,  and  the  further  fact  that  the  plaiatiflls,  at 
tbe  time  the  boot  was  attached  by  him,  the  said  defendant,  had, 
besides  said  boot,  a  sign  over  their  doof,  with  their  names  on  it, 
and  the  words  ^*  boot  and  shoe-makers"  under  their  names ; 
and  the  further  fact,  that  at  the  time  said  boot  was  attached,  all  the 
personal  property  of  the  plaiotifis  had  been  attached  and  taken 
away,  and  they  had  quit  business  \tt  said  Montpelier  village. 

tfpon  the  facts  above  stated  the  court  decided  that  said  wooden^ 
boot  was  not  liable  to  attachment  and  execution,  and  that  the 
plaintiffi  recover  of  the  said  defendant,  for  taking  said  boot,  the 
sum  of  ^S0,00  and  their  cost.  And  the  defendant  excepted  to 
tbe  opinion  and  judgment  of  said  court,  an'd  tendered  his  bill  ofi^ 
exceptions,  which  was  allowed  and  passed  to  this  court.  '^^ 

Uphamfor  defendant, — The  bill  of  exceptions  presents  but  one 
question  for  the  decision  of  the  court,  and  that  is,  was  the  proper- 
ty, described  in  the  plaintifis  declaration,  liable  to  attachment  and 
execution  ?  ^ 

1.  We  maintain  that  all  the  property  of  a  debtor,  not  exempted 
by  statute,  is  liable  to  attachment  and  execution. — Stat.  208, 
sect.  1. 

2.  That  the  property  sued  for  in  this  case,  is  not  exempted  by 
statute,  consequently,  it  was  liable  to  attachment  and  execution. 

3.  The  fact  that  the  boot  in  question  hung  at  the  plaintiff's  shop- 
door  as  a  sign  of  their  trade,  did  not  exempt  it  from  attachment. 
The  case  shows,  that  the  plaintiffi  haS  anothersign  over  their  door 
with  their  names  and  trade  upon  it.  And  also,  that  they  had  quit 
business  before  the  attachment  was  made.  Tbe  boot,  therefore, 
was  of  no  use  to  them  as  a  sign  of  their  trade. 

4.  If  the  property  in  question  was  not  liable  to  attachment,  be- 
cause it  was  used  as  a  sign  of  tbe  plaintiff's  trade,  then,  any  amount 
of  property,  in  the  shape  of  a  sign,  would  be  exempt.  The  gold- 
smith may  hang  out  his  large  gold  watch,  worth  $300,  as  a  sign 
of  his  trade,  and  no  creditor  could  attach  it. 

56 
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•".      Dittingham  for  ]^umiiff. — The  y9(K>6enhwyi'm  questioD,  vm 
^mt      used  by  the  plaintifis  as  a  sign  indwatiDg,  not  only  what  brancli  of 
WaiUM  •!  aL  mechaoical  business  they  were  engaged  in^  but  the  place  where 
Bvk«r«      they  carried  it  on. 

The  question  raised  by  the  bill  of  exceptions,  is,  was  it  tiabie  lo 
attachment  on  m<sne  process  or  final  execution. 

1.  <<  One  cow,  and  such  suitable  apparel,  bedding,  tools,  arms, 
and  articles  of  household  furniture,  as  may  be  necessary  for  uphold- 
ing life,"  are  by  our  statute  exempt  from  attachment  on  mesne  pro- 
cess and  final  execution. — Vt.  Stat.  p.  S09,  Slade's  edition.  And 
we  insist  that  the  boot  in  question  was  protected  by  the  reasonable 
construction  of  this  exemption  in  our  statute.  But  say  our  oppo- 
nents, this  wooden  boot  does  not  come  within  the  strict  definition 
of  the  word  tools.  Suppose  it  does  not,  yet  it  is  within  the  equi- 
ty of  the  statute  when  liberally  expounded. 

The  shoe-makers  kit  within  doors,  however  extensive  or  com- 
plicated, is  protected  from  seizure  by  the  sheriff;  and  why  should 
his  wooden  boot,  which  is  set  without  doors,  lack  the  same  protec- 
tion ?  All  the  reasons  exist  in  favor  of  its  protection  which  go  to 
•require  the  protection  of  its  kindred  within  doors  ;  and  if  the  court 
do  not  close  the  door  now  which  they  have  heretofore  operated 
in  the  construction  of  the  above  statute,  this  article  is  exempt. 

The  words  of  the  statute  except  ^^  one  cow,"  and  in  the  case  of 
Leavitt  vs.  Metcalfe  2  Vt.  R.  342,  the  court  have  so  construed 
that  exemption,  as  to  make  it  protect  the  butter  made  from  that 
cow ;  of  course  the  milk  and  the  cheese  made  therefrom,  of  a  last 
cow,  are  also  protected.  In  that  case  the  court  construed  the  stat- 
ute liberally,  in  favor  of  humanity,  and  certainly  all  mechanical 
pursuits  should  be  encouraged  for  the  public  good,  as  well  as  to 
enable  the  mechanic  to  support  his  family  ;  and  his  tools  being 
protected,  we  see  no  reason  why  his  sign,  by  all  fair  and  hberal 
construction,  should  not  be  considered  a  part  of  them. 

2.  If  the  boot  in  question,  was  not  exempt  from  attachment  by 
our  statute,  still  upon  principles  of  policy,  recognized  by  the  com- 
mon law,  it  would  not  be  liable  to  distress  or  attachment. 

The  signs  of  inkeepers,  merchants  and  mechanice,  are  of  but 
ITltle  value  to  any  one,  save  the  original  owner  :  for  this  reason  it 
would  be  little  better  than  a  wanton  destruction  of  property  to  suf- 
fer them  to  be  attached,  and  sold  on  final  execution.  This  des- 
truction,  or  great  diminution  of  value,  to  this  kind  of  property, 
should  exempt  it  from  attachment. 
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A  great  portion  •of  the  value  of  a  sign,  coosisu  of  the  owner's  WAamiMwic, 
aaoie  letterad  thereon.    The  oame  can  be  of  no  possible  value  to      ^St* 
another ;  nay  if  the  sign  be  sold  to  another  person,  it  is  utterly  w«nao6  et*i. 
useless  till  the  name  be  taken  from  it,  and  another  put  on.     And     sJitt, 
we  pfotest  against  xobbery  being  oommitied  under  sanction  of  law. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 
RoTCE,  J. — ^The  statute  of  March  7,  1797,  authorizes  the  levy 
of  a  writ  of  execution  **  upon  the  proper  goods  or  chattels  of  the 
debtor — Always  excepting^  one  cow,  and  such  suitable  apparel, 
bedding,  tools,  arms,  and  articles  of  household  ilirniture,  as  may  be 
necessary  for  upholding  life."  To  these  exceptions  others  have 
been  specifically  added  from  time  to  time.  And  the  statute  of 
March  2.  1797,  which  amhorizes  the  attachment  of  goods  and 
chattels  on  mesne  process,  has  been  construed  to  contain  on  impli- 
ed exceptions  of  all  property  exempted  from  the  writ  of  execu- 
tion. 

It  b  quite  obvious  that  the  article  in  question  is  not  to  be  rank- 
ed among  any  of  the  statutory  exceptions.  It  was  in  no  sense  a 
tool  or  implement  of  the  debtor's  trade,  but  a  mere  sign  or  symbol 
of  it. 

But  exceptions  must  exist  independently  of  the  statutes,  and 
the  question  is,  whether  any  such  apply  to  the  present  case.  In 
deciding  thb  question,  we  must  keep  in  view  the  nature  and  object 
of  an  attachment,  as  authorized  by  our  law.  It  is  a  sort  of  seques- 
tration of  property,  for  the  eventual  security  of  the  attaching  cred- 
itor. The  property  thus  taken  is  to  remain  in  the  custody  of 
the  law,  to  await  the  determination  of  the  suit  in  which  it  is  at- 
tached. And  in  most  instances  this  is  expected  to  require  a  con- 
siderable period  of  time.  Hence  an  exception  arises  in  favor  of 
property  which  is  peculiarly  perishable  in  its  nature  ;  as  fresh  n>eat 
during  a  portion  of  the  year,  Leavitl  vs.  Holbrooke  5  Vt.  R.  405, 
—fresh  fish,  as  decided  by  this  court  in  the  county  of  Caledonia  a 
few  terms  since, — green  fruits  and  the  like,  whenever  it  is  mani- 
fest that  the  purpose  of  the  attachment  cannot  be  effected,  before 
they  will  decay  and  become  worthless.  As  the  policy  of  the  law 
is  not  to  authorize  the  destruction  of  property,  but  to  enable  the 
party  attaching  to  obtain  security  for  his  claim,  it  impliedly  forbids 
an  attachment  in  these  cases.  The  same  principle  applies,  when 
the  thing  sought  to  be  attached  is  in  such  a  stage  of  manufacturing 
process,  that  its  removal  by  an  oflicer,  or  the  suspension  of  care 
and  labor  upon  it  by  the  owner,  would  occasion  a  loss  of  the  prop- 
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W^A"««j«>"»  erty,  or  a  great  damage  to  it.  It  was  accordingly  decided  id  the 
iSe.  case  bf  Band  vs.  Wardy  7  Mass.  193,  that  hides  in  a  tanner's  vat 
Wallace  et  oi.  ^^yg  j|qj  subjcct  to  attachment. 
Barker.  It  is  Insisted  that  the  principle  of  exemption  extends  to  all  cases, 
where  the  thing  attached  could  be  of  no  substantial  benefit  to  the 
creditor  as  a  security  ;  or  where  it  could  not  be  ei^pected  to  sell 
for  a  price  bearing  any  reasonable  proportion  to  its  cost,  and  its 
real  or  imaginary  value  to  the  owner.  Admitting  this  proposition 
to  be  just  to  some  extent,  yet  any  general  rule  of  exemption  foun- 
ded upon  it  must  be  difficult  of  application,  and  of  a  doubtful  pol- 
icy. Indeed,  the  power  of  the  court  thus  to  limit  and  qualify  the 
creditor's  right  under  the  statute  may  well  be  questioned,  when 
the  right  can  be  exercised  without  injury  to  the  property  attached. 
The  present  case,  however,  does  not  require  us  to  lay  down  any 
precise  rule  upon  the  subject,  since  the  article  in  question  appears 
to  have  possessed  a  well  known  value.  It  was  equally  appropri- 
ate for  any  one  of  the  trade,  and  required  no  alterations  on  bemg 
removed  from  one  shop  to  another. 

The  papers  show  that  it  was  sold  for  about  twenty  dollars  oa 
^the  creditor's  execution.  This  is  evidence  of  its  value  as  an  arti- 
cle of  sale,  at  least  among  particular  tradesmen.  In  these  res- 
pects it  difiered  entirely  from  the  ordinary  signs  of  trade  and  pro- 
fessions. These  are  known  to  be  of  litde  or  no  intrinsic  vsJue, 
and  useful  only  to  those  for  whom  they  are  made.  We  are  all 
agreed  that  this  piece  of  property  was  liable  to  attachment. 

Judgment  of  county  court  reversed,  and  new  trial  grantea. 
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CALEDONIA  COUNTY, 
March  TcrMi  1836. 


PaksENT,  Hon.  CHARLES  K.  WILLIAMS,  CkUf  Jusike. 

PABnirr,  Hon.  STEPHEN  ROTGE,         > 

"      SAMUEL  8.  PHELPS,     }  Amttami  JitfHe««. 
"      JACOB  COLLAMER,       S 


Nathan  Lord,  PresideDt  of  Moore's  Charity  School,  Cauiponia. 

JMarCR, 

Samuel  Bigelow,  et  al, 

A  phintiO^  who  saea  m  a  oorporatlon,  u  bound  to  shew  hu  corporate  charac 
ter,  if  required. 

An  act  of  the  legiBlature,  reciting  a  formor.statute,  ii  evidence  of  the  formet 
sUtute. 

A  grant  firom  the  legialatare,  either  to  individuals  or  to  a  foreign  corporation, 
gives  them  a  capacity  to  take  and  bold  the  thing  granted. 

A  tenant  is  estopped  from  denying  the  title  of  bit  landlord,  in  an  action  of  eject, 
ment  brought  by  the  landlord. 

Such  estoppel  may  be  griven  in  evidence  on  trial  of  the  general  issue,  plead  by 
the  tenant. 

This  was  an  action  of  ejectment  for  certain  lands  in  the  township 
of  Wheelock,  described  in  plaintiff's  declaration.  Plea — the  gen- 
eral issue,  and  also  a  plea  in  bar  that  there  was  no  such  corporation 
as  plaintiffi  claim  to  be.  Upon  both  which  pleas,  issues  were  join- 
ed to  the  country. 

The  plaintiff  offered  to  support  the  issues  on  his  part  by  the  tes- 
timony of  Mills  Olcott,  Esq.,  to  whose  testimony  the  defendants 
objected ;  but  Mr.  Olcott  testifying  that  he  is  the  Secretary  of  the 
Board  of  Trust  of  Dartmouth  College,  and  has  the  custody  of  the 
records,  which  were  produced  in  court,  and  further  that  there  is 
not  in  his  possessiqn  or  knowledge  any  records  of  Moore's  Charity 
School,  the  testimony  was  admitted. 
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^^^X^       Mn  Olcott  testified,  that  fifty-ooe  or  fifty-two  years  ago,  a  school 
18SC.       was  in  operatioo  at  Hanover,  New-Hampshire,  called  Moore's 


^^^  Charity  School ;  at  which  time  Doctor  John  Wheelock,  President 
Bigeiow«t«i.  of  Dartmouth  College,  was  at  the  head  of  said  school  as  "Presi- 
dent of  Moore's  Charity  School,"  and  had  charge  of  the  funds  of 
the  school,  and  continued  in  the  office  until  removed  from  the  of- 
fice of  President  of  Dartmouth  College.  Dr.  Wheelock  was  suc- 
ceeded as  President  of  Dartmouth  College  by  Drs.  Brown,  Dana, 
Tyler,  and  Nathan  Lord,  the  plaintiff,  in  the  order  of  time  named. 
He  has  no  certain  knowledge  that  each  of  the  presidents  named, 
exercised  the  office  of  President  of  Moore's  Charity  School ;  but 
the  school  has  been  kept  up  until  within  three  or  four  years  last 
past,  when  it  was  discontinued  for  want  of  funds.  It  had  always 
been  understood  that  the  charge  and  control  of  said  school  bad 
been  exercised  by  the  President  of  said  College,  except  that  some- 
times the  Trustees  of  said  College  had  given  advice  upon  the  sub- 
ject to  the  President.  He  has  never  known  of  any  officers  or  board 
of  trust  of  said  school  except  the  President* 
The  entries  of  the  former  Treasurer  of  Dartmouth  College,  (Pro- 
fessor Chamberlin,  since  deceased,)  in  the  corporation  books  per- 
taining to  the  treasury  office,  by  which  it  appeared  he  had  ac- 
ted as  agent  for  collecting  the  rents  in  Wheelock  upon  the  land 
claimed  by  Moore's  Charity  School,  were  verified  by  this  witness, 
by  which  it  appeared  he  had  kept  the  returns  from  these  lands 
•separate  from  the  funds  of  the  College.  President  Tyler  and  Doc- 
tor Lord,  the  plaintiff,  did  exercise  and  control  the  funds  of 
Moore's  Charity  School,  and  had  the  charge  and  direction  of  the 
school  up  to  the  time  it  was  stopped,  as  above  named. 

The  plaintiff  then  offered  in  evidence  an  act  of  the  legislature  of 
this  state,  passed  Nov.  5,  1808,  purporting  to  be  a  confirmatory 
grant  of  lands  in  Wheelock,  made  to  Dartmouth  College  and  Pres- 
ident of  Moore's  Charity  School.  To  the  admission  of  this  act, 
the  defendants  objected,  and  insisted  that  the  original  grant,  if  there 
was  one,  as  was  pre-supposed  by  the  act  in  question,  and  insisted 
by  the  plaintiff,  should  be  produced ;  but  the  court  decided  other- 
wise, and  admitted  said  act  in  evidence. 

The  plaintiff,  in  further  support  of  the  issues,  offered  in  evidence 
a  lease  of  the  land  in  question,  from  John  Wheelock,  President  of 
Dartmouth  College  and  Moore's  Charity  School,  to  Samuel  Ward, 
dated  September  10th,  1794; — ^to  the  admission  of  which,  the  de- 
fendants objected  ;  but  the  court  overruled. said  objection,  and  suf- 
fered the  lease  to  go  to  the  jury  as  evidence  in  the  case,  but  not 
as  an  estoppel  in  law. 
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The  plaintiff  then  oflfered  in  evidence  the  following  deeds,  to  wit :  ^*SJ«Sl**' 

A  deed  from  Samael  Ward  to  A.  Porter,  of  said  lot  No.  77,  da- >8S6, 

ted  October  18th,  1800.  ^^^ 

A  deed  from  said  Porter  to  defendant,  Smith,  of  the  west  half  of  Bigeiow  •&•!. 
lots  No.  77  and  78,  dated  September  936,  1813,  recorded  in  Jan- 
uary, 1830. 

A  deed  from  Porter  to  E.  Bigelow  of  the  east  half  of  lots  No. 
77  and  78,  dated  January  5th,  1810. 

A  deed  from  said  Bigelow  to  Rufus  and  defendant  Bigelow,  of 
said  east  half  of  lots  No.  77  and  78,  dated  April  14th,  1820. 

A  deed  from  Rufus  Bigelow  to  defendant  Bigelow,  of  the  east 
half  of  said  lots,  dated  June  27tb,  1829. 

To  the  admission  of  which  said  deeds,  the  defendants  objected  ; 
but  the  objection  was  overruled,  and  the  deeds  admitted. 

It  was  also  proved,  that  some  five  or  six  years  since,  both  de- 
fendants, Smith  and  Bigelow,  paid  rent  to  Professor  Chamberlin, 
who  was  the  Treasurer  of  Dartmouth  College.  It  was  proved 
that  defendants  were  in  possession  of  the  land  described  in  plain- 
tiff's declaration,  under  the  deeds  aforesaid,  at  the  commencement 
of  this  suit,  and  the  plaintiff  had  notified  his  readiness  to  receive 
rent  according  to  the  conditions  of  the  lease,  and  defeodants  bad 
refused  to  pay  4he  same. 

No  other  evidence  than  that  above  detailed  was  given  tending 
to  shew  the  existence  of  the  plaintiff  as  a  corporation. 

The  defendants  contended,  and  requested  the  court  to  charge 
the  jury,  that  there  was  not  sufficient  evidence  to  authorize  the 
plaintiff  to  recover,  and  that  the  existence  of  the  plaintiff  as  a  cor- 
poration was  not  sufficiently  proved  to  support  the  issue  for  the 
plaintiff,  taken  on  the  plea  of  nuZ/ieZ  corporation,  and  that  the  ver- 
dict should  be  for  the  defendants.  But  the  court  ruled  otherwise^ 
and  directed  the  jury,  if  they  believed  all  the  evidence  on  the  part 
of  plaintiff,  they  might  return  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  against  all 
the  defendants.  A  verdict  was  accordingly  returned  for  the  plain- 
tiff against  said  defendants. 

To  the  decision  of  the  court  in  admitting  said  parol  evidence, 
said  lease,  act  of  legislature,  and  the  said  several  deeds,  and  to  the 
right  of  the  court  to  charge  the  jury  as  above  requested,  and  the 
direction  given  to  jury  as  aforesaid,  the  defendants  except. 

Exceptions  allowed,  and  cause  passed  to  supreme  court  for  re- 
vision. 

There  was  also  a  motion  in  arrest  filed  by  the  defendants. 

Vpham  for  defendants. — ^In  the  court  below,  the  defendants 
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Ckvtwmk,  pleoded,  first,  The  general  issue^—secoDdy  In  bar  that  Nathan 
1836.'  Lord  was  not  capable  of  suing  and  maintainiDg  the  action  in  his 
Loru        own  name,  as  successor  of  John  Wheelock. — 3  Ntd  Hfc/  Corpo- 

Btgck)wei«l.  ratMfl, 

The  plaintiff  joined  issue  to  the  country  on  the  general  issue, 
and  traversed  the  two  other  pleas,  and  the  issues  were  joined  to 
the  country.-^— We  insist, 

1.  That  the  testimony  of  Mills  Olcott,  Eaq.  was  improperly 
admitted  in  the  court  below.  It  had  no  tendency  to  support  the 
issue  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffl  I'he  existence,  in  point  of  fact, 
of  a  school  at  Hanover,  fifty-one  or  two  years  ago,  called  **  Moore's 
Charity  School,''  was  of  no  importance  in  the  case.  It  bad  no 
tendency  to  show  the  plaintiff's  right  to  sustain  his  action,  and  con- 
sequently should  have  been  excluded.  It  was  not  competent  for 
the  plaintiff  to  prove  himself  a  corporation  with  power  to  maintain 
this  action  by  parol.  He  should  have  produced  a  copy  of  his  act 
of  incorporation,  duly  authenticated. — Angelt  and  Ames  on  Corpo- 
rations, 378,  379, 380 — Oo^l  Society  vs.  Youngs  2  N.  H.  Rep. 
^\0—BmTe  of  Michigan  vs.  miKams,  5  Wend.  419—ffoodv8. 
Jeffenon  Co.  Batik^  9  Cow.  194—  Vtica  Insurance  Co.  vs.  TSU- 
mm,  1  Wend.  558. 

Neither  was  it  competent  to  prove  by  parol  that  the  plaintiff  was 
Presidem  of  Dartmoutli  College. 

3.  The  vecords  of  Dartmouth  College  should  have  been  exclu- 
ded as  improper  evidence  in  the  case. — 1  Stark.  Ev.  297,  296, 
'S99/n.  1-— frotidon  vs.  Lynn,  1  H.  Black.  R.  214,  n.  a — Com" 
tnonweallh  vs.  fFoofper,  3  Serg.  tz  Rauie,  29— Jcrc^'jon  vs.  Wakhy 
a  John.  R.  226. 

8.  The  act  of  the  legislature  of  this  state,  passed  November  5, 
1808,  entitled,  *^  an  act  confirming  the  grant  of  the  township  of 
Wheelock  to  the  Tlrustees  of  Dartmouth  College,  and  the  Presi- 
ident  of  Moore's  Charity  School,"  was  improperly  admitted  as  ev- 
idenoe  in  the  case,  to  support  the  issue  on  the  part  of  the  pfain- 
tiff. 

This  act,  we  insist,  could  not  be  made  admissible  evidence  in 
the  case,  without  first  producing  the  original  grant  of  1785.  The 
act  produced  by  the  phiiatiff,  and  admitted  in  evidence  in  the  court 
below,  contahifi  only  one  short  section,  asd  is  in  the  following  words, 
Vni' — 

"  Sec.  1.  It  is  hereby  enacted  by  the  General  Assembly  of  the 
"  State  of  Vermont^  and  dfelured.  That  the  said  school,  whether 
^'  known  and  called  by  the  name  of  Moore's  Charity  School,  or 
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'<  Moore's  Indian  Charily  School,  and  the  President  thereof  of  right,  CAunomi* 
"had  and  has  a  legal  capacity  of  taking,  holding,  and  enjoying  said       iSe/ 
"granted  premises^  according  to  the  tenor,^true  intent  and  mean-       ^^ 
"ing  of  said  grant ;   and  the  saidjgrant  of  the  township  of  Whee-  Bigtiow  vtai. 
"  lock  is  hereby  ratified  and  confirmed ^to  the  said  School,  and  the 
"said  President  thereof,  and  his  successors,  and  to  the  Trustees  of 
"  said  Dartmouth  College,  with  all  the  uses  therein  contained,  ac-' 
"cording  to  the  tenor,  true  intent  and  meaning  thereof.^' 

I  am  aware  that  there  b  a  long  preamble  to  this  act ;  but  thai 
is  no  part  of  the  law. — See  Coleham  vs.  G>oJIr,  Willes'  Rep.  395. 
~TAe  SAng  vs.  WiUiams,  Black.  Rep.  95. 

Tbb  oonrt  cannot  decide  upon  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the' 
grant  of  1785,  without  seeing^it  and  giving  it  a  careful  examination. 
Lay  the  original  grant  out  of  the  question,  and  the  confirmatory  act 
is  of  no  importance :  It  is  perfectly  nugatory. 

But  if  the  act  of  1808  amounts  to  a  grant  of  the  township  of 
Wheelock,  it  will  not  help  the  plaintiff,  because  it  is  not  granted 
to  him  or  any  corporation  which  he  represents.  The  grant  of  1785 
b  "ratified  and  confirmed  to  the  said  School  and  the  said  President 
thereof,  and  hb  successors,  and  the  Trustees  of  Dartmouth  Col- 
lege." 

But  again,  if  the  act  of  1808  amounted  to  a  grant,  it  was  void 
for  the  want  of  a  competent  grantee  to  take  the  estate  granted.-"^ 
There  can  be  no  valid  grant  without  a  competent  grantor  and  gran- 
tee, and  a  thing  to  be  granted :  And  one  thing  more  is  necessary  i 
the  thing  granted  must  be  accepted  by  the  grantee.— 4  Comyo'tf 
Dig.  (A.  I,)  531. 

It  is  said  in  Viner's  Abr.  8  vol.  5G,  (H)  "  If  a  man  deviseir  to 
ike  Priests  of  a  Charity  or  of  a  College  in  the  Church  of  A.,  and 
dies,  and  at  this  time  there  b  not  any  Charity  or  Cottegey  the  de- 
vise b  void,  and  shall  not  have  any  efi^t,  though  a  Charity  or  Col- 
lege be  afterwards  made  there."^ 

So  a  devise  made  in  remainder  to  a  corporation,  where  there  b 
no  such,  is  void,  though  there  be  such  a  corporation  made  before 
the  remainder  fall. — 8  Vin.  Abr.  56,  (H.) 

in  Chan.  Cas.  134,  it  was  decided  that  a  bequest  to  t^e  Parish 
6f  Oreat^Creaton  was  void  because  that  parish  was  not  incorpora- 
ted. 

In  CollisonU  case,  (Hob.  136,)  the  will  made  John  Buett  and 
6tbdT!t  "  feofiers  of  a  home,  to  keep  it  in  reparation,  and  bestow 
the  rest  of  the  profits  on  reparation  of  certain  highways,"  and  the 
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Cij»oii|A,   deviM  was  held  utterly  void; — Woodman  rs^fVoodn^,  Amb.- 
iSSr      636. 


E«<  lo  the  case  of  Maurice  vs.  The  Bishop  of  Durham,  (9  Vesejr 

Bi|4ow  91  aL  399|)  the  devise  was  to  the  Bishop  in  trust,  to  dispose  of  tlie  resi^ 

due  to  such  objects  of  benevolence  and  liberality  as  he,  in  bis  dis^ 

cretion,  should  most  approve ;  and  it  was  determined  that  the  be^ 

quest  was  void, 

A  grant  to  a  person  not  in  esse  at  the  time  of  the  grant,  is  midi 
—4  Comyn's  Dig.  Tit.  Grant,  (B.  1,)  S38—Sloan  vs.  McLon- 
ahy,  Ohio  Cond.  R.  761. 

A  grant  to  the  parishioners  or  inhabitants  of  Dale,  or  to  the  com? 
mooers  of  a  certain  waste,  and  all  such-like  grants,  are.  utterly 
void.— Coke's  Lit.  3  a.— Shep.  Touch.  235. 

So  a  devise  to  the  inhabitants  ol  Roxford,  living  within  the  north- 
west  parish,  is  void. — Barker  vs.  PFood,  9  Mass.  R.  419. 

So  a  grant  to  the  people  of  Otsego  County  is  void. — Jackson  vs. 
Cory,  8  John.  R.  385,  388. 

A  grant  to  a  town  not  incorporated,  is  also  void. — Hombeckrs^ 
Westbrook,  9  John.  R.  73. 

In  Green  vs.  Dennis,  (6  Conn.  R.  293,)  a  devise  in  the  words 
following  was  held  void  for  the  want  of  an  act  of  incorporation  :— 
<^I  ^vjB  to  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  the  people  called  ^dktrt,  of 
New-England,  my  farm  in  Pomfret,  that  I  bought  of  Clark  and 
Nightingale,  the  net  income  of  which  to  be  appropriated  in  aid  of 
the.  charitable  fund  of  the  boarding-school  established  by  Friends 
in  Providence,  to  them  the  said  people  called  Quakers,  and  Ibeo^ 
successors  of  the  same  faith  forever." 

Ip  the  Baptist  Association  vs.  Bart's  Executor,  4  Wheaton,  1, 
(jo  4  Cond.  R.  37a»)  a  devise  to  the  Baptist  Association  thatfo^i 
ordinary  meets  in  Philadelphia  annually,  as  trustees  of  certain 
military  certificates,  to  constitute  a  perpetual  fund  for  the  education 
of  youth  of  the  Baptist  denomination,  who  shall  appear  promisbg 
for  the  ministry,  was  held  void,  because  the  association  was  not  in- 
corporated at  the  testator's  decease,  and  could  not  take  the  trust 
as  a  society. 

If  the  doctrine  of  tbe.cases  cited  is  sound,  how  can  tbe  act  of  1808 
be  considered  a  valid  and  operative  grant  of  anyportioD  of*  the, 
townshhip  of  Wheelock  to  Moore's  Charity  School,  or  to  Jofan 
Wheelock,  as  president  of  said  school,  and  his  successors  in  office  ? 
It  is  not  pretended  that  the  school  was  incorporated  at  the  time  of 
the  original  grant,  and  there  is  no  evidence  in  the  case  sbownig 
that  it  has  been  since.     Indeed,  a  subsequent  incorporation  would 
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not  help  the  case. — BaptUt  Associcttion  vs.  Hart,  4  Wbeaton,  1.  ^^^^'^ 

Doctor  Wheelcxjk  it  seems,  by  the  preamble  to  bis  act  of  1808,       isse. 

doabted  whether  his  school  had  a  legal  capacity  to  take  and  hold  ^^ 
the  lands  in  question  by  virtue  of  the  grant  of  1785.  If  the  grant  Bigtiow  •tai. 
of  1785,  so  hx  as  it  related  to  Moore's  Charity  School,  was  void 
{or  the  want  of  a  competent*  grantee,  of  what  avail  was  it  for  the 
Doetor  to  procure  the  same  legislature  to  declare  by  a  subsequent 
act,  that  the  school  had  a  legal  capacity  to  take  and  hold  the  tends  ? 
Surely,  such  an  act  could  not  better  the  condition  of  Doct.  Whe6- 
lock  or  bis  school.  He  couM  have  remedied  the  evil  only  in  one 
way,  and  that  was,  to  have  got  his  school  incorporated  by  the  le- 
gislature of  New-Hampshire,  and  then  applied  to  the  legislature  of 
this  state  for  a  grant  of  the  lands  to  his  school,  by  its  corporate 
name.  But  never  having  procured  an  act  of  incorporation-  for  his 
school,  the  question  now  arises,  was  there  any  school  capable  of  ta- 
king and  boMing  real  estate  under  the  grant  of  1808?  (tf  that  act 
can  be  called  a  grant.)  This  question  must  certainly  be  answered 
IB  the  negative. 

The  case  of  Fuller's  Ex?r  vs.  Oriffiny  (3  Vt.  R.  400,)  shows 
tfaat'^a  church  or  society  that  has  no  legal  incorporation,  cannot 
bold  red  estate  under  a  will ;  and  still  less  can  persons  in  the  name 
of  office  derived  from  such  church  or  society,  hold  such  real  estate. 
R  is  clear  then  that  Doct.  Wheelock,  and  after  him  his  successor 
as  president  of  the  school,  could  not  take  and  hold  the  real  estate 
in  question,  for  the  use  of  the  school. 

I  am  aware  that  there  is  a  large  class  of  caseii  in  the  Engltsli 
Chancery,  founded  upon  the  43d  of  Eliz.,  showing  that  charitable 
bequests  will  be  carried  into  efiect,  however  vague  and  uncertain 
they  may  be.  And  if  the  objects  of  the  charity  are  not  designated 
with  siifficient  certainty  in  the  testator's  will,  the  court  \rtll  supply 
the  defect.  But  this  class  of  cases  can  have  no  application  to  this 
case,  if  relied  upon  by  the  plaintiff:  1st,  Because  the  43d  of  Efias. 
i^  riot  in  force  here  :  rfnd,  2d,  Because  this  is  a  suit  at  law,  and 
the  plaintiff  must  make  out  a  legal  title  to  the  lands  sued  for^  or 
he  cannot  recover. 

4.  The  lease  of  the  lands  in  question  from  Docti  John  Whee- 
lock to  Samuel  Ward,  dated  September  lOth,  1794,  Was  improp- 
crly  admitted  as  evidence  in  the  case.  Thb  lease  had  no  tenden- 
cy to  show  title  to  the  lands  in  question  in  the  plaintiff.  If  the 
suit  Wtere  in  the  name  of  John  Wlieelock,  executor,  the  lea^mi|;ht 
be  proper  evidence  in  the  case;  but  the  present  {^ainttflP,  I  insist, 
rtiftnot  mainiahi  an  action  of  ejectment  founded  upon  this  lease.— 
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Caubwa,    If  I  am  coireet  in  my  views  of  tbe  law  as  to  the  lease,  then  i^  tba 
isss.*      copies  of  deeds  which  were  admitted  a*  evidence  in  the  case  to 


I'Ofd  support  the  issue  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffi  should  have  been  ex- 
Sisfiou'ettl  eluded.  If  the  plaintiff  intended  the  lease  from  Doct.  Whedock 
to  Ward  as  an  estoppel,  he  should  have  pleaded  it  as  such. — ^I 
Chit.  PI.  548—11  Co.  82,  a-— Hob.  S06,  207—2  Ld.  Bajna. 
1052,  1054,  1550—1  Salk.  267—1  Sauod.  325,  n.  4—2  Str. 
817-^2  Bam.  b  Aid.  662—3  East.  R.  346— Willes  R.  »— Sto- 
ry^sPl.  47. 

5.  Whatever  view  the  court  may  take  of  .the  act  of  1808,  we 
think  it  perfectly  clear  that  the  plaintiff  cannot  matntab  th'is  aelioQ 
in  bis  own  name,  as  successor  in  office  to  John  Wheelock,  late 
President  of  Dartmouth  College. 

Doctor  Wheelock,  it  is  true,  on  the  10th  of  September,  1794, 
made  a  lease  of  {the  lands  in  question  to  Samuel  Ward;  but  Ibe 
case  does  not  show  that  Ward  took  possession  of  tbe  land  under 
tbe  lease,  or  that  be  ever  paid  Doct.  Wheelock  or  any  other  per- 
son rent  for  the  land.  In  the  lease,  Doct.  Wheelock  styled  bim^ 
self  ^^  President  of  Moore's  Charity  School,"  and  made  and  exe- 
cuted the  lease  ^^in  behalf  of  himself  as  President,  and  of  his  suc- 
cessors to  that  office."  Ward  covenanted  in  and  by  said  lease  to 
pay  the  rent  for  said  land  ^^to  the  said  Wheelock,  his  snccessorst 
or  such  person  or  persons  as  he  or  they  shall  appoint  to  receive 
tbe  same/' 

The  plaintiff  makes  this  lease  the  foundation  of  his  action,  and 
claims  to  recover,  as  the  successor  of  Doct.  Wheelock,  in  the  office 
of  President  of  the  school. 

The  school  not  being  incorporated,  Doct.  Wheelock,  we  main- 
tain, could  have  no  successor  in  tbe  office  of  President  of  the  school, 
who  could  maintain  an  action  founded  on  this  lease,  or  who  would 
be  known  or  recognized  in  Jaw  as  his  successor,  for  any  purpose 
whatever.— 6  Vin.  Abr.  (Tit.  Corp.  G.  6,)  275. 

It  is  a  well-settled  principle  of  tbe  law,  that  an  obligation  to  an 
officer  and  bis  successor  in  office,  dees  not  enable  the  successor  to 
sue  in  bis  own  name,  without  a  statute  for  that  purpose. — 2  Com. 
Pig.  263  (C.)— Dona  et  ah  vs.  Gridhy  et  aZ.fl.New.  R.  34— 
8  Dane's  Abr.  511,  571— A^timner  vs.  Stuart,  2  N.  H.  R.  39— 

Whittlaw  vs « — ,  1  D.  Chip.  R.  29i— Dyer's  Rep.  48,  a. 

•r-Kyd  on  Corp.  31. 

6.  It  appears  from  the  bill  of  exceptions,  that  tbe  defendants^ 
Smith  and  Bigelow,  some  five  or  six  years  ago,  paid  rent  for  tbe 
lands  to  Professor  Cbaniberlin,  who  was  Treasurer  of  Dartmouth 
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Ckdlege.     This  fact,  however,  will  not  lo  my  apprehension,  help  ^^■^?'*« 
the  pkimiff.     If  the  Trustees  of  Dartmouth  College,  who  are  a        i8S6l' 
corporation  capable  of  holding  land,  had  brought  the  suit,  and  found        ^^ 
OD  trial,  that  the  defendants  were  in  possession  under  them,  or  had  Bigeiow«taL 
admitted  their  title  by  paying  them  rent  for  the  land,  a  question  of 
moie  difficulty  would  be  presented  for  the  decision  of  the  court.-— 
Bot  even  in  that  case,  though  the  defendants,  would  not  be  allow- 
ed to  dispute  the  plaintiff's  title,  they  might  in  my  humble  opinion, 
plead  in  bar  nul  iiel  corporation^  and  compel  the  plaintiffi  to  prove 
themselves  a  corporation.    It  does  not  follow  of  coui^,  because 
an  unincorporated  society  put  a  man  into  possession  of  land  belongs 
log  to  the  society,  that  they  can  eject  him  in  the  name  of  the  soti- 
ety. — (12  John.  R.  401.)     In  such  case,  the  action  must  be  bro't 
in  the  name  of  the  individuals  composing  the  society.     A  married 
woman  may  own  land  and  put  a  tenant  in  possession  of  it ;  but  she 
canool  eject  him  in  her  own  name.     If  any  suit  can  be  maintained 
ibr  the  lands  in  question,  by  virtue  of  the  act  of  1806,  the  Trustees 
of  Dartmouth  College  should  bring  it. 

7.  It  appears  from  the  bill  of  exceptions,  that  the  counsel  for' 
the  defendants  insisted  that  under  the  pleadings  in  the  case,  the 
plaintiff  was  bound  to  prove  himself  a  corporation,  with  power  to 
sue,  &c. ;  and  requested  the  court  so  to  instruct  the  jury.  The 
court  was  also  requested  to  instruct  the  jury  '<  that  the  ex'istence  of 
the  plaintiff  as  a  corporation  was  not  sufficiently  proved  to  support 
the  issue  for  the  plaintiff,  taken  on  the  plea  of  nul  iiel  corporation. 
The  court,  as  the  bill  of  exceptions  shows,  refused  to  give  the  re- 
quired instruction  to  the  jury,  and  the  defendants  excepted.  The 
question  now  arises,  was  the  exception  well  taken  ?  The  court  will 
perceive  by  looking  at  the  declaration,  that  the  plaintiff  claims  to 
recover  the  lands  in  question,  in  his  corporate  capacity,  as  succes- 
sor in  office  of  John  Wheelock.  The  defendants'  plea  in  bar  de- 
nies this  corporate  capacity  set  forth  in  the  declaration,  and  the 
plaintiff  has  taken  issue  upon  it.  Now  let  me  ask,  was  it  not  ne- 
cessary for  the  plaintiff  to  prove  his  corporate  capacity,  and  show 
himself  a  corporation  ?  We  insist  that  it  was  ;  and  rely  upon  the 
following  authorities,  viz  :  Hob.  21 — 2  Ld.  Ray.  1535 — 1  Kyd 
on  Corp.  292,  293,  284— Angell  &  Ames  on  Corp.  377 — Ftitr9 
vs.  Milhj  Bull.  N.  P.  107 — Jackson  vs.  Trustees  of  Union  Acad- 
emy,  8  John.  R.  378 — Dutchess  Manufao.  Co.  vs.  Davis,  14 
John.  R.  238— Bank  of  Auburn  vs.  Weed,  19  John.  R.  300— 
Emesi  vs.  Bartle,  1  John.  Cas.  319— Bile  vs.  Fourth  Western 
7Wn.  Co.  14  John.  R.  416— Central  Mfin^fac.  Co.  vs.  Harts- 
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Cam»wiu.   home,  3  Coon.  R.  1 19— Gi^ipel  SocUiy  vs.  Taung,  3  N.  H.  R. 

18M.; 910— Bank  o/Michigm  vs.  fViUicma,  6  Weod.  418— Wood  vs. 

^       Jefferson  Co.  Bank,  9  Cow.  194— Utica  Mns.  Co.  vs.  Tilkum, 

Bigrioweiai.  Q  Weod.  555— Angell  b  Ames  on  Corp.  360»  381— Green  vs. 
i>ennu,  6  Cono.  R.  29a—Lumbard  vs.  Aldrkk,  6  N.  H.  R. 
5269 — Boston  Type  Foundry  vs.  Spooner,  5  Vt.  R.  93,  and  cases 
there  cited  by  counsel  and  judge. — Propagation  Society  vs.  dmrk 
el  al  3  Pet.  R.  408—1  Saund.  340. 

The  above  authorities  show  most  condusively,  Ist,  Tint  tbs 
plaintiff  was  bound  to  prove  himself  a  corporation,  and,  9d,  That 
be  could  not  do  it  by  parol.  He  should  have  produced  a  well  au- 
thenticated copy  of  his  act  of  incorporation. 

On  looking  over  the  bill  of  exceptions,  the  court  will  diseover 
that  there  was  no  evidence  in  the  case,  tending  to  show  that  Am 
plaiotiff  was  a  corporation.  Upon  what  ground,  then,  did  the  hon. 
judge,  in  the  court  below,  tell  the  jury  that  if  they  believed  ths  ev- 
idence, they  might  return  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff? 

Lastly :  The  motion  in  arrest  was  filed  for  the  purpose  of  test- 
ing the  validity  of  the  plaintiff's  declaration.  He  claims,  in  his  de- 
claration, to  recover  as  the  successor  in  office  of  Doctor  Wheeloek. 
If  we  are  correct  in  our  views  of  the  law,  as  to  the  right  of  a  suc- 
cessor in  office,  to  sue  in  his  own  name,  this  declaration  is  clewrly 
bad,  and  the  judgment  should  be  arrested.  Thedeelaration  should 
show  the  plaintiff 'p  right  to  maintain  the  action.  — Central  MoMh 
fae.  Co.  vs.  Bdrtshome,  3  Conn.  R.  199. 

J.  Fletcher  for  plauUiff,r^Aci\on  of  ejectment  for  lands  in  the 
town  of  Wheeloek.  Pleas — 1st,  The  general  issue — ^2d,  md  tiel 
corporation,  and  issues  closed  to  the  jury.  By  the  issues  taken, 
which  are  in  substance  but  the  general  issue,  it  is  necessary  for  the 
plaintiff  to  support  two  propositions:  Ist,  His  political  corporate 
existence — 2d,  His  right  to  the  lands  demanded.  All  evidence 
tending  to  support  the  affirmstive  of  either  of  their  issues  is  perti- 
nent and  competent  to  be  given  in  trial  on  the  part  of  plaintiff. 

To  support  the  affirmative  of  the  first  proposition,  the  plaintiff 
offered  the  testimony  of  Mills  Olcott,  Esq.,  which  was  objected  to, 
but  admitted. 

The  plaintiff  further  offered  in  evidence  the  act  of  the  General 
Assembly  of  the  State  of  Vermont  of  November,  1808,  as  tending 
to  prove  that  the  legislature  of  this  state  had  recognized  the  Rev. 
John  Wheeloek,  President  of  Dartmouth  College,  as  President  oT 
said  School,  and  as  a  body  politic  and  corporate,  capable  of  taking 


Digitized  by  VjOOQ IC 


OF  THE  STATE  OF  VERMONT.  45S 

and  holding  the  very  lands  in  quasiion  for  the  benefit  of  said  school,  ^^  w^^* 
and  confirming  this  power  in  his  successors.     To  the  admission  of       isse. 
which  act,  the  defendants  objected ;  which  objection  was  overruled,        ^^ 
and  the  act  read  in  evidence  to  the  jury.  Bigeiow«tai* 

The  plaintiff  oflfered  in  evidence  a  lease  from  the  Rev.  John 
Wfaeelock,  President  of  Moore's  Charity  School,  to  Samuel  Ward,, 
dftbe  Jand^  described  m  the  declaration,  and  copies  of  deeds  duly 
executed  and  recorded  of  a  regular  chain  of  conveyance  from  said 
Samoel  Ward  to  the  defendants,  accompanied  with  proof  of  the  de- 
fendants'  possession  of  the  premises  under  said  conveyance,  of  the 
payiqeat  of  rents  by  defendants  to  the  plamtiff  up  to  November, 
l8S0i  of  rent  ib  arrear  at  the  time  of  commencing  this  action,  of 
notice  from  the  plaintiff  of  his  readiness  to  receive  it  according  to 
the  tertM  of  the  lease  lo  said  Ward,  of  defendants'  refusar  to  pay 
the  rent  in  arrear.  To  the  admission  of  the  aforesaid  lease,  the 
defendants  objected,  contending  that  the  same  should  have  been^ 
specially  repKed  by  way  of  es^ppel,  and  could  not  be  given  in 
evidence  under  the  issues  taken :  Which  objection  was  overruled, 
and  the  lease,  amd  the  evidence  offered  with  it,  passed  to  the  jury. 

The  plaintiff  contends  that  the  testimony  of  Olcott — the  act  of 
the  general  assembly,  and  the  lease  to  Ward,  accompanied  with 
the  testimony  ofiered,  was  all  pertinent  and  relative  to  the  issuer 
tflSteD,  and  properly  admitted  as  evidence  in  the  case. 

In  the  absence  of  all  proof  of  record  evidence,  it  is  difficult  t0 
see  why  such  evidence  is  not  pertinent  and  relevant  to  prove  the 
issue  of  nul  liel  corporation^  if  evidence  other  than  a  grant  or 
charter  may  be  given  to  prove  the  fact  under  any  circumstacices. 
But  other  evidence  than  a  grant  or  charter  may  be  given  io  prove 
the  existence  of  a  corporation.  Books  of  corporation  are  compe- 
tent evidence  to^  be  received  to  prove  its  existence.  These  are  but 
proofe  of  its  corporate  acts  and  doings.  It  is  testimony  of  the  cor- 
poration'sr  own  creating:  one  would  think  it  much  less  satis&ctory 
than  the  testhnony  of  disinterested,  credible  witnesses. — Carpen- 
ttf^i  Company  vs.  Haytvard,  6  Pdtersd.  449^— TVinQM^e  Compa-^ 
fijr  v9..iHdrean,  10  John.  R.  166. 

The  length  of  time  corporate  privileges  have  been  clohned  and 
exefcised,  is  competent  and  proper  testimony  to  prove  the  corpo* 
rate  existence. — Orimei  vs.  Smith,  Co.  R.  345: — Beadle  vs. 
Beards,  Co.  R.  845. 

In  thecasejtfoyor  o/Jiti// vs.  £&mer,  (1  Cowper,  IID,)  Lord 
Mbnafitid  said,  that  though  the  grant  or  charter  be  not  produced^ 
nor  any  proof  adduced  of  its  loss,  (acts  and  circumstances  may  5e 
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Calbdoitia,   given  in  evidence  to  prove  the  existence  of  a  corporation,  and  left 

1^6        to  the  jury  for  their  consideration.     This  would  seem  decisive  of 

Lord        i\iQ  whole  question  upon  the  admission  of  evidence.    The  defend* 

Bigaioweta].  ants  Say  that  there  is  no  such  body  politic  and  corporate  as  the 

President  of  Moore's  Charity  School.   The  plaintiff  offers  evidence 

tending  to  prove  that  there  is  such  a  school, — that  it  existed  far 

more  than  hcdf  a  century, — that  it  has  a  President, — that  for  all 

that  time  he  has  been  known  and  recognized  as  a  body  politic  and 

corporate,^— that  be  has  exercised  all  the  powers  of  a  corporatioo^ — 

that  he  has  received  and  held  lands  as  such — has  leased  them  out, 

and  collected  rents,  and  done  all  acts  that  appertain  to  a  corpora- 

tion.     If  this  does  not  tend  to  prove  the  existence  of  such  corpo 

ration,  it  is  very  difficult  to  see  what  will. 

But  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  recover  in  this  case,  it  isnotneces^ 
sary  to  prove  himself  a  body  corporate  and  politic,  de  lege, — ^it  is 
sufficient  to  prove  himself  so,  de  facto;  for  the  defendants  set  op 
no  estate  in  the  lands  claimed  in  their  own  right.^*9  Mass.  Rep. 
507,  Rutor  of  King's  Chapel  vs.  Pelhatn. 

To  the  admission  of  tbe  lease  to  Asa  Ward,  it  was  objected  that 
it  ought  to  have  been  technically  plead  and  relied  upon  as  an  es- 
toppel, and  could  not  be  given  in  evidence  under  the  'issues  taken* 
It  is  presumed  that  this  objection  will  not  be  insisted  upon  in  arga-^ 
moot.  If  it  is,  we  reply,  that  there  is  a  marked  distinction  between 
an  estoppel  technically  relied  upon,  and  an  estoppel  given  in  evi- 
dence under  an  issue  formed.  If  technically  pleaded  and  relied  up- 
on,  the  pdlty  pleading  prays  judgment  if  his  adversary  ought  to  be 
admitted  or  received  to  plead  or  aver  any  thing  against  his  own  ac- 
knowledgements, and  here  the  pleadings  end. — 1  Chit.  617^ 

But  the  party  may  waive  his  estoppel,  and  close  the  issue.  This 
does  not  conclude  him  of  giving  the  matter  of  estoppel  in  evidence 
to  the  jury,  as  they  may  find  the  matter  at  large  according  to  tb* 
bets,  and  the  court  give  judgment  accordingly.— ^1  S  ark.  302. 

But  if  the  party  who  might  have  relied  on  the  estoppel  waives 
it,  and  gives  it  in  evidence,  the  jury  would  not  be  warranted  b  find- 
ing a  verdict  contrary  to  the  solemn  admissions  of  the  party  with- 
out the  strongest  evidence  of  fraud.-^l  Stark.  304. 

All  privies  in  estate,  as  vendee,  grantee,  assignee,  &c.  are  bound- 
by  an  estoppel.-—!  Srark.  305. 

All  documents  to  which  a  person  is  party  or  privy,  are  admissi-' 
ble  evidence  against  him.  They  operate  as  an  admission  on  his 
part,  ov  that  of  him  through  whom  he  claims,  that  the  fiicts  arr 
true.^l  Stark.  301. 
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One  who  claims  under  a  bond  or  deed,  is  as  much  estopped  as  CJaijdonia. 
the  obligee  or  grantee. — 1.  Stark.  303.  itSS/ 

An  admission  under  seal  is  conclusive  against  the  obligor,  and        ^^^ 
estops  him  from  asserting  or  proving  the  contrary. — 1  Stark.  Bigeiow  etai. 

A  deed  of  grant  to  a  corporation  is  evidence  of  the  existence  of 
the  corporation  against  all  claiming  under  the^grant, — Mayor,  AU 
itrman  if  Co.  vs.  BlamierCy  6  Petersd.  450. 

But  a  tenant  cannot  dispute  the  title  of  his  landlord.  The  plain- 
tiff gave  evidence  that  the  defendants  were  in  possession  of  the 
premises  under  the  lease  of  the  Rev.  John  Wheelock  to  Samue] 
Ward,  and  evidence  tending  to  prove  that  he  was  the  successor  of 
said  Wheelock,  and  also  evidence  tending  to  prove  that  the  defen- 
dants had  paid  him  rent  as  the  successor  of  John  Wheelock,  up  to 
November,  1830.  This  would  seem  to  be  conclusive. — Driver 
vs.  Laimrencey  Wm.  Black.  R.  1259. — Adams  on  Eject.  247.^^ 
Do$  vs.  Samuely  5  Esp.  R.  174.— 2  6iag.  54.-7  Mov.  298, 
539. 

It  then  manifestly  follows,  that  if  the  above  authorities  be're- 
garded  by  the  court  as  law,  the  lease  in  question  was  not  only  com- 
petent and  peninent  evidence  in  the  case,  but  as  against  the  defen- 
dants conclusive  evidence  of  the  existence  of  such  a  body  politic 
and  corporate  as  the  President  of  Moore's  Charity  School,  and  of 
the  plaintiff's  right  to  recover  in  this  aotiob,  provided  the  jury  found 
the  (act '  that  plaintiff  was  the  successor  of  John  Wheelock,  and 
that  the  defendants  have  paid  him  rents  for  the  lands  demanded. 
This  disposes  of  the  case  as  to  the  testimony. 

But  the  defendants  except  to  the  charge,  as  well  as  to  the  ad- 
mission of  the  testimony.  If  the  refusal  of  the  court  to  charge  as 
*  requested,  and  the  charge  of  the  court  as  given,  was  such  as  the 
facts  in  the  case  called  for,  the  plaintiff  contends  a  new  trial  will 
not  be  granted.  The  defendants'  request  was  direct  and  specific. 
They  requested  the  court  to  charge,  first,  that  there  was  not  suffix 
cietU  evidence  to  authorize  the  plaintiff  to  recover,-*-secondly, 
That  the  existence  of  the  plaintiff  as  a  corporation,  was  not  suffi- 
ciently  proved. 

But  the  court  refused  so  to  charge,  and  did  charge,  that  if  the 
jury  believed  the  evidence  oti  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  they  mighft 
return  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff.  The  charge  of  the  court  was  cor- 
rect. Had  they  charged  as  requested,  it  would  have  been  manifest 
error. 

Ol  the  sufficiency  of  the  evidence,  the  court  do  not  ispeak  :  this 
is  whoUy  left  to  the  jury.   Upon  a  motion  for  a  new  trial,  upon  the 
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Calsdowu.  grcNiod  that  the  judge  left  it  to  the  jury  whether  the  evidence  pro- 
^mS**  duced  was  sufficient,  aod  this  was  a  question  whether  the  existence 
Eof3  of  a  corporation  wi9  sufficiently  proved,  the  court  said  it  was 
3^r^Vm.^•x.  properly  left  to  the  jury,— that  with  the  svfficiency  or  insufficien- 
cy the  court  had  nothing  to  do :  it  was  a  fact  for  the  jury-  That 
whether  there  be  any  evidence,  is  a  question  for  the  judge,  wheth- 
er the  evidence  be  sufficient  for  the  jury.— Company  of  Carpen- 
ters  vs.  Hayward,  Doug  375. 

This  settles  that  branch  of  the  charge  where  the  court  refused 
to  instruct  the  jury  as  requested  by  the  defendants. 

But  the  defendants  have  moved  in  arrest  for  the  insufficiency  of 
the  declaration.  The  defendants  have  not  pointed  out  the  defects: 
they  can  only  be  conjectured. 

The  plaintiff  has  not  averred  that  he  was  a  body  politicy  and 
how  and  when  he  was  incorporated. 

If  it  be  the  first,  I  only  say  it  is  a  clerical  mistake,  or  that  the 
whole  averment  may  be  treated  as  surplusage  ;  or,  at  most,  it  is 
but  a  good  title  defi3ctively  stated,  which  b  cured  by  verdict. 

To  the  second,  I  reply,  that  it  is  sufficient  in  declaring,  to  set 
forth  the  corporation  by  name  only.  Such  are  the  precedents- 
such  the  authorities,  and  such  the  adjudged  cases. — Henreques  vs. 
JhUch  W.  L  Co.  Petersd.  447. — 14  John.  Dutchess  Cotton  Co. 
vs.  Bavii,  245.-2  Cow.  Bank  of  Utica  vs.  Smally,  378.— 19 
John.  Bank  ofAuhum  vs.  Wood,  300.-2  Ld.  Ray.  1635. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 
Williams^  Ch.  J. — The  plaintiff  sues  as  President  of  Moor's 
Charity  School  and  successor  of  John  Wheelock  i  as  a  corpora- 
tion sole.  ^ 
As  his  corporate  capacity  is  denied  and  is  expressly  put  in  issue 
by  the  pleadings,  it  was  incumbent  on  him  to  make  proof  of  this 
allegation.  It  is  not  important  to  enquire  whether  the  pleas  were 
good  or  not.  There  is  no  doubt  that  when  a  corporation  com- 
mence an  action  in  their  corporate  name,  they  must  make  proof  of 
the  Act  if  required. 

In  the  supreme  court  of  U.  S.,  it  has  been  decided,  that  if  a 

defendant  means  to  insist  upon  the  want  of  a  corporate  cfaaractM* 

in  the  plaintiff,  it  must  be  insisted  on  by  the  plea  in  abatement  or 

in  bar.     The  court  in  this  state  has  been  inclined  to  adept  that 

doctrine,  and  it  was  on  this  ground,  that  the  case  of  the   Boston 

J^pe  and  Stereotype  Foundary    vs.   Spooner,  was  decided.     If 


Digitized  by  VjOOQ IC 


OF  THE. STATE  OF  VERMONT.  450 

these  decisions  were  correct^  the  plaintiff  was  bound  to  show  his  Cauedomia, 
corporate  character  under  the  special  pleas.    If  the  special  pleas'     ^S^ 
were  not  good  and  the  plaintiff  would  have  been  safe  in  demur-       ''^^ 
ring,  k  must  have  been  on  the  ground  that  he  was  bound  to  show  Big^iow  •t  ai. 
this  fact  under  she  general  issue. 

In  New  YoA,  it  is  decided,  that  in  an  action  in  favor  of  a  cor- 
poration, they  must  show  their  character  under  the  general  issue, 
and  there  is  an  authority  in  Lord  Ray  to  this  eSkct.  If  they  are 
thus  required  under  that  issue,  the  plea  that  there  is  no  such  in- 
corporation would  be  bad  ;  as  any  special  plea  which  denies  what 
the  plaintiff  must  show  under  the  general  issue,  is  bad.  Hence 
the  court  in  that  state,  has  decided  that  such  plea  is  bad.  The 
doctrine  adopted  in  th'is  state  b  conformable  to  the  latter  decbion 
m  England  and  in  the  supreme  court  of  U.  S. 

It  is  however  immaterial  in  thb  case,  as  under  one  plea  or  the  other, 
the  plaintiff  was  bound  to  make  proof  of  his  corporate  character. 
For  this  purpose  he  introduces  parol  testimony,  and  the  act  ot  the 
legislature  of  this  state,  passed  in  1808.  The  act  of  1808,  is  in 
the  following  words  :-— 

'^  ffhereas,  a  grant  has  heretofore  been  made  under  the  autbor- 
**  ity  of  the  State  of  Vermont,  and  a  charter  regularly  issued  un- 
^*  der  seal  of  said  State,  bearing  date  the  14th  of  June  A.  D. 
'*  1785,  to  John  Wheelock,  President  of  Moor's  Charity  School 
**  and  the  trustees  of  Dartmouth  College,  of  a  township  of  land 
**  by  the  name  of  Wheelock,  the  one  moiety  thereof  to  the  said 
"  President,  and  his  successors  in  office  for  the  sole  use  and  bene- 
"  fit  of  said  school,  and  the  other  moiety  thereof  to  the  said  trus- 
*'  tees,  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  said  collegCi  forever ;  and  wbere- 
"  as  doubts  are  entertained,  whether  said  school  had  a  legal  capac- 
"  ity  to  take  said  grant,  and  disputes  have  thereon  arisen ;  and 
''  whereas,  also,  the  said  John  Wheelock,  in  behalf  of  said  school 
"  and  college,  has  by  memorial,  petitioned  this  legislature  to  pass 
'*  an  act  declaring  that  the  president  of  said  school,  for  the  time 
''being,  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  trustees  of  said  col- 
''  lege,  may^  and  shall  expend  all  the  avails  accruing  to  said  school 
**  from  the  said  granted  premises,  agreeably  to  the  true  intent  of 
"said  grant. — ^Therefore, 

**  Sac.  1.  Jif  it  hereby  enacted  by  the  General  Assembly  of  the 
^*  State  of  Vermonty  and  declared,  That  the  said  school,  whether 
''  known  and  called  by  the  name  of  Moor's  Charity  School,  or 
''Moor's  Indian  Charity  School,  and  the  president  thereof,  of 
"  right  had  and  has  a  legal  capacity  of  taking,  holding,  and  enjoy- 
"  ing  said  granted  premises,  according  to  the  tenor,  true  intent  and 
"  meaning  of  said  grant,  and  the  said  grant  of  the  township  of 
"  Wheelock  is  hereby  ratified  and  confirmed  to  the  said  school,  and 
"  the  said  president  thereof,  and  his  successors,  and  to  the  trustees^ 
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Caimowa,   «<  of  said  Dartmouth  College^  with  all  the  uses  therein  contained 

'isse.        '^  according  to  the  tenor,  true  intent  and  meaning  thereof. 

L^^^     ^^  And  %t  is  hereby  farther  enacted,  That  the  president  of  said 

BMinr  ei  ai   "  •chool,' for  the  time  being,  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the 

^  ^ '  '*  trustees  of  Dartmouth  College,  and  who  are  hereby  declared  to 

'*  be  trustees  of  said  school  and  not  otherwise,  may  and  shall  ex- 

**  pend  all  the  avails  accruing  to  said  school  from  the  said  granted 

*'  premises  agreeable  to  the  true  intent  of  said  grant. 

The  aat  itself  without  the  recital  in  the  preamble,  and    with  it, 
undoubtedly,  gi?es  a  corporate  character  and  capacity  to  sue  to  the 
president  of  Moor's  Charity  School  and  his  successors  in  office, 
and  whoeFer  is  now,  or  shall  be  hereafter  president  of  that  schod^ 
have  a  legal  capacity  to  take  hold  and  convey  whatever  is  granted 
to  them  and  maintain  any  actions  necessary  to  protect  the  proper- 
ty granted.     It  is  insisted  that  the  statute  should  not  have  been 
admitted  in  evidence,  without  producing  the  grant  and  charter  of 
1785.     As  it  respects  those  parties,  the  preamble  or  recital  was  ev^ 
idence  of  the  grant  or  charter  therein  mentioned.    No  prindple  is 
better  established  than  that  the  recital  of  a  deed  in  a  subsequent 
deed  is  evidence  of  the  former  against  a  party  to  the  latter,  though 
it  may  not  be  against  a  stranger  or  against  one  who  derives  title 
from  the  grantor,  before  the  deed  which  contains  the  recital.     A 
charter  from  the  government  reciting  that  a  former  charter  has 
been  surrendered,  is  evidence  of  that  fact.    The  confirmation  grants, 
from  the  governor  of  New  York,  reciting  the  surrender  of  the 
New  Hampshire  grants,  have  always  been  considered  as  sufficient 
evidence  of  the  surrender.    The  legislature  of  the  state  of  Ver- 
mont, the  sovereign  power,  in  1808,  passed  a  declaratory  and  coq<- 
firming  statute,  in  which  they  recognize  and  declare  that  on  the  14 
June  1785,  a  grant  was  made  under  the  authority  of  the  state,  and 
a  charter  issued  to  John  Wheelock,  President  of  Moor's  Charity 
School,  and  to  the  trustees  of  Dartmouth  College,  of  a  township 
of  land,  one  moiety  thereof  to  the  said  president  and  his  [succes- 
sors in  office.     This  is  sufficient  evidence  of  that  fact  as  against 
the  state  of  Vermont  and  all  persons  who  claim    under  the  presi* 
dent  of  that  school. 

A  further  objection  is  then  raised  to  this  statute,  that  it  was  void 
for  want  of  a  [competent  grantee  to  take,  and  a  variety  of  cases 
have  been  referred  to,  which  have  all  been  before  the  court  in  an- 
other case  arising  on  the  will,  of  Mr*  Burr. 

There  is  no  doubt  that  in  every  private  grant  there  must  be  a 
person  competent  to  take;  a  sufficient  grantee,  or  the  grant  ivill  be 
inoperative  and  void. 
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But  in  a  public  grant  emanating  from  the  same  power,   who  Calidonu, 
can  create  a  corporation,  the  very  grant  or  charter  creates  and  gives       1836. 
th^  competency  to  take.  l***'<* 

Thus  the  original  charter,  and  beyond  all  doubt,  the  statute  of  Bigeioweiai- 
1808  made  the  president  of  the  Charity  School  and  his  successors 
ID  office,  a  corporation  capable  of  taking  and  enjoying  the  benefit  of 
the  grant.  The  objection  that  this  was  a  foreign  corporatioui  is  of 
no  avail;  whether  it  was  expedient  to  make  this  grant  to  a  foreign 
corporation,  was  a  question  addressed  to  the  legislature.  They  un- 
doubtedly could  give  legal  existence  to  a  body  of  men  living  with- 
out their  territorial  limits  or  to  a  corporation  existing  in  a  foreign 
government.  In  this  view  of  the  case  it  is  not  material  to  determine 
whether  the  evidence  of  M.  Olcott  was  admissible  to  prove  the 
existence  of  a  corporation.  The  broad  position  assumed  by  the 
counsel  for  the  defendant,  that  the  existence  of  a  corporation,  can 
only  be  proved  by  the  act  or  charter  of  incorporation  as  a  certified 
eopy  thereof,  cannot  be  sustained.  A  corporation  may  exist  by 
presumption.  Several  instances  are  mentioned  in  the  case  of 
Searibury  Turnpike  Company  vs.  Cutler^  6  Vt.  R.  315,  when 
the  existence  of  a  corporation  may  be  proved  by  other  evidence 
than  the  production  of  the  charter. 

In  further  examining  this  cause,  we  find  that  the  defendants 
claimed  title  by  virtue  of  several  mesne  conveyances  from  Samuel 
Ward,  and  that  Samuel  Ward's  title  was  a  lease  for  998  years  from 
Dr.  Wheelock  as  President  of  Moor's  Charity  School,  as  well  as 
of  Dartmouth  College. 

A  tenant  is  estopped  from  denying  his  landlord's  title.  A  per- 
son executing  a  deed  is  estopped  from  denying  a  recital  in  the 
deed.  And  when  a  party  relying  on  matter  of  estoppel  has  no  op- 
portunity of  pleading  it,  he  may  give  it  in  evidence,  and  it  wilF  have 
the  same  effect  as  if  pleaded.  An  estoppel  arising  from  the  fact  of 
tenancy  under  a  landlord,  can  only  be  taken  advantage  of  in  an  ac- 
tion of  ejectment  by  giving  it  in  evidence.  A  landlord  commences 
an  action  of  ejectment ; — the  defendant  pleads  not  guilty y  and  on 
trial  attempts  to  set  up  a  title  adverse  to  bis  landlord ; — the  land- 
lord has  no  opportunity  of  pleading  the  lease  as  an  estoppel,  but 
must  rely  upon  it  as  evidence.  The  effect  of  this  lease  from  Dr. 
Wheelock  was  to  estop  Mr.  Ward  and  the  defendant,  who  claims 
under  him,  from  denying  the  title  of  Dr.  Wheelock  as  President  of 
Moore's  Charity  School,  and  his  successors  in  that  office,  to  the 
land  in  question,  if  the  corporate  character  was  sufficiently  estab- 
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Calbdoru,  lished ;  and  we  have  already  considered  that  the  grant  of  1783  and 
igse. '      the  act  of  1803  established  that  character. 


Lord  On  this  view  of  the  case,  we  have  no  hesitation  in  saying,  that 

Bigeiow  et  aL  the  President  of  Moore's  Charity  School,  for  the  time  being,  has  a 
capacity  to  take  the  one  half  of  the  town  of  Wheelock,  granted  in 
the  year  1785  : — that  the  defendant  b  estopped  from  denying  the 
title  of  the  President  of  said  school  thereto,  and  must  pay  the  rent 
or  yield  up  the  possession  of  the  land,  and  that  an  action  may  be 
maintained  against  him  therefore  by  the  President  of  the  school. 

There  is  another  question  remaining  in  this  case,  which  'is  attend- 
ed with  more  difficulty — that  is,  whether  Dr.  Lord,  the  present 
plaintiff,  is  the  successor  of  Dr.  Wheelock,  as  President  of  that 
school.  That  he  is  successor  as  President  of  Dartmouth  College, 
is  clear.  If  the  act  of  the  legislature  of  New-Hampshire,  passed 
in  June,  1807,  which  was  given  to  us  among  the  other  papers,  but 
was  not  in  evidence,  and  is  not  a  part  of  the  case,  had  been  given 
in  evidence  on  the  trial  by  the  jury,  the  judgment  of  the  county 
court  must  have  been  affirmed. 

Parol  evidence  that  the  President  of  Dartmouth  College  had  ev- 
er been  considered  as  the  President  of  the  school,  might  have  been 
sufficient;  and  that  such  evidence[might  have  been  procured,  is  ap- 
parent from  the  act  of  New-Hampshire,  before  alluded  to.  But 
thrs  act  was  not  in  evidence  in  the  present  case,  and  the  only  pa- 
rol evidence  upon  this  point  was  that  of  .Mr.  Olcott,  who  testified 
that  he  bad  no  certain  knowledge  that  the  several  Presidents  of 
Dartmouth  College,  who  have  succeeded  Dr.  Wheelock,  exercised 
the  office  of  President  of  Moore's  Charity  School,  but  that  it  has  al- 
ways been  understood  that  the  charge  and  control  of  said  school  has 
been  exercised  by  the  President  of  Dartmouth  College.  The  court 
charged  the  jury  that  this  evidence,  if  believed,  was  sufficient  to  en- 
title the  plaintiff  to  recover. 

We  cannot  see,  in  the  testimony  detailed,  sufficient  evidence  that 
Dr.  Lord  was  successor  of  Dr.  Wheelock  as  President  of  the  school, 
or  that  the  President  of  Dartmouth  College  is  President  of  that 
school ;  and  for  this  reason,  the  judgment  must  be  reversed,  and  a 
new  trial  granted.  It  is  with  some  reluctance  that  we  find  ourselves 
compelled  to  come  to  this  conclusion. ;  as  the  act  of  New-Hamp- 
shire, before  alluded  to,  if  it  had  been  in  evidence,  would  have  been 
conclusive  on  this  question. 
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William  Mattocks  m.  Aaron  Bellamt.  Cilkdowia, 

A  depoaition  may  be  taken  by  a  jastice  of  tho  peace  in  the  state  of  New  York,  ^' 

to  be  used  in  Vermont. 

That  tho  adverse  party  resided  within  30  miles  of  tb*  place  of  caption  of  a 
deposition,  at  the  time  of  the  seroiee  of  the  writ,  doea  not  contradict  the  eer. 
tificate  of  the  justice,  that  he  resided  more  than  30  miles  distant  at  the  time 
of  caption. 

A  writ  of  kaheaa  corpus,  retarned  into  court  and  lodged  in  the  files,  may  be  • 
shown  by  a  copy  duly  certified  by  the  clerk. 

That  the  proceedings  of  the  county  court  are  erroneous,  must  appear  by  the 
record,  or  they  will  be  presumed  to  be  correct. 

No  presumption  of  payment  of  a  bond  can  arise  from  mere  lapee  of  lime  of 
any  period  short  of  twenty  years. 

This  was  an  action  on  a  jail  bond,  executed  in  1808,  to  the 
sheriff  of  the  city  of  Vergennes,  for  Jabez  Fitch,  for  the  liberties 
of  the  city  prison  on  an  execution  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  and 
assigned  to  the  plaintiff.  The  defendant  pleaded  non  est  factum 
as  to  the  bond  and  assignment,  and  several  pleas  in  bar,  among 
which  were  pleas  of  payment  and  of  an  act  of  suspension  in 
fiivor  of  said  Fitch ;  On  all  which  issue  was  joined  except  the 
last  which  was  demurred  to.  On  the  trial  of  said  issues  the  plain- 
tiff, among  other  testimony,  offered  the  deposition  of  Amos  W. 
Barnum,  to  the  admission  of  which  the  defendant  objected,  the 
same  being  taken  without  notice,  on  the  ground  that  the  defendant 
did  reside  within  thirty  miles  of  the  place  of  caption,  and  to  show 
this  he  showed  he  did  so  reside  at  the  time  of  the  service  of  the 
original  writ  in  this  action.  No  other  evidence  was  offered  on  eiih- 
e.r  side  on  this  point.  The  court  admitted  the  deposition.  The 
plaintiff  also  offered  the  deposition  of  one  Sickles,  taken  by  a  jus- 
tice of  the  peace  in  the  state  of  New  York,  which  was  objected  to 
by  the  defendant,  and  admitted  by  the  court. 

It  was  conceded  that  in  1814,  Fitch  was  at  large  out  of  the  lib- 
erties of  the  prison.  The  defendant  gave  evidence  tending  to 
show,  that  as  early  as  the  winter  of  I809-'10,  Fitch  escaped  from 
the  liberties  of  the  prison.  The  plaintiff  then  offered  in  evidence 
a  certified  copy  of  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus  granted  by  the  supreme 
court,  with  the  officers  return  thereon.  To  this  the  defendant  ob- 
jected, but  the  same  was  admitted  by  the  court. 

The  defendant's  counsel  requested  the  court  to  charge  the  jury, 
if  Fitch  departed  from  the  liberties  of  the  prison  and  was  publicly 
and  notoriously  at  large  fifteen  years  or  more  before  the  assign- 
ment of  the  bond  to  the  plaintiff,  the  jury  might  presume  the  pay- 
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Calkdomia,   ment  of  the  judgment  debt ;  and  further  requested  the  court  to 
1836.'       instruct  the  jury  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  recover  a  greater  sum 
than  the  penalty  of  the  bond. 

The  court  instructed  the  jury,  that  unless  the  defendant  proved 
that  the  debtor  escaped  from  the  liberties  of  the  prison  twenty 
years  prior  to  the  date  of  the  plaintiff's  writ,  it  would  not  aflbrd 
such  evidence  of  payment  as  the  plaintiff  would  be  bound  to  rebut 
by  other  proof;  but  that  if  the  defendant  relied  upon  the  lapse  of 
time  less  than  twenty  years  as  evidence  from  which  the  jury  were 
to  presume  payment  of  the  debt,  it  was  incumbent  upon  him,  ei- 
ther to  fortify  this  presumption  by  proof  of  other  circumstances  in 
the  case,  which  made  this  presumption  probable,  or  at  least  to  re- 
move all  grounds  of  presumption  to  the  contrary.  That  the  plain- 
tiff would  be  entitled  to  recover,  if  at  all,  the  amount  of  his  judg- 
ment debt  and  interest  from  the  rendition  thereof,  if  that  did  not 
exceed  the  amount  of  the  penalty  of  the  bond  and  interest  on  that 
penalty  after  breach,  though  this  should  bring  the  amount  above 
the  penalty  of  the  bond.  Verdict  and  judgment  for  the  plaintiff, 
defendant  excepted,  and  the  cause  passed  to  this  court. 

Vpham  for  defendant. — ^The  first  question  arises  upon  the  de- 
cision of  the  court  below,  in  admitting  the  deposition  of  Amos  W. 
Bamum.  This  deposition,  we  insist,  ought  not  to  have  been  ad- 
mitted, because  it  was  taken  without  notice  to  defendant.  At  the 
time  of  the  service  of  the  plaintiS  's  writ,  the  defendant  lived  at 
Shelburn,  within  less  than  thirty  miles  of  Vergennes,  where  said 
deposition  was  taken,  and  there  was  no  evidence  tending  to  show^ 
that  he  had  changed  his  domicil,  save  what  appeared  from  the  cap- 
tion of  the  deposition. 

2.  The  deposition  of  Sickles  was  improperly  admitted.  This 
•deposition  was  taken  in  the  state  of  New  York,  by  a  person  sty- 
ling himself  a  justice  of  the  peace.  The  deposition  should  have 
been  excluded ;  ^V^^,  because  a  justice  of  the  peace  in  the  state 
of  New  York  has  no  authority  to  take  a  deposition,  and  administer 
an  oath  to  the  [deponent.  And ;  Secondly,  because  it  was  not 
proved  that  the  person  who  took  it,  and  administered  the  oath  to 
the  deponent,  was  a  justice  of  the  peace,  or  that  he,  in  any  other 
instance,  ever  acted  as  a  justice  of  the  peace. 

3.  The  copy  of  the  writ  of  habeas  corpus  should  have  been  ex« 
eluded  as  inadmissible  evidence  in  the  case.  It  is  not  a  writ  re- 
quired to  be  recorded,  and  no  judicial  proceeding  is  to  be  had  op^ 
on  it  by  the  court.  Consequently  a  certified  copy  of  it  by  the 
clerk  of  the  court,  is  not  legal  evidence.     Again,  it  was  irrelevant. 
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and  had  no  tendency  to  show  that  Fitch  did  not  escape  in  1809  Caledonia, 
or  1810.  ^°^*' 

4.  The  court  should  have  charged  the  jury^  if  they  found  that     Mattocks 
Fitch,  the  judgment  debtor,  departed  from  the  limits  of  the  jail-      Bei^Moy. 
yard,  and  was  publicly  and  notoriously  at  large,  out   of  the  jail 
limits,  fifteen  years  or  more  before  the  assignment  of  the  jail  bond 
to  the  plaintiff,  they  might  presume  the  payment  of  the  judgment " 
debt,  and  return  a  verdict  for  defendant. 

In  England,  and  in  some  of  our  sister  states,  I  am  aware,  that 
twenty  years  is  the  time  fixed  upon  for  raising  the  presumption  of 
payment  from  the  lapse  of  time,  where  there  is  no  statute  limit. 
But  that  period  was  fixed  upon  in  analogy  to  the  statute  of  limita- 
tion, barring  the  right  of  entry  in  twenty  years. — Sumner  vs.  Child, 
2  Conn.  R.  615.— Moore  vs.  Cable,  I  John.  Ch.  R.  386.— Uc- 
maret  vs.  fVincoop,  3  John.  Ch.  R.  135. 

Our  statute  of  limitation  bars  the  right  of  entry  in  fifteen  years, 
and  the  same  presumption  of  payment  should  arise  here,  in  fifteen 
years,  that  arises  in  England  and  New  York,  in  twenty  years.  It 
has  been  frequently  adjudged  in  this  state,  that  a  right  to  use  wa- 
ter or  flow  land  is  acquired  in  fifteen  years.  These  decisions,  I 
apprehend,  were  made  in  analogy  to  our  statute  of  limitation,  bar- 
ring the  right  of  entry  in  fifteen  years. — 1  Vt.  R.  54.  Why 
then,  should  not  the  presumption  of  the  payment  of  a  bond  arise 
in  the  same  length  of  time  ?-^ee  Sumner  vs.  Child,  2  Conn.  R. 
1 15.  Twenty  years  is  not  always  required  to  raise  the  presump- 
tion of  payment  in  those  states  where  the  right  of  entry  is  limited 
to  twenty  years. 

In  JacJcton  vs.  Pratt,  10  John.  381,  the  court  ruled  that  the 
jory  might  presume  a  mortgage  debt  paid  from  the  lapse  of  nine- 
teen years. 

In  the  case  at  bar,  eighteen  years  elapsed  after  the  escape  be- 
fore the  assignment  of  the  bond  to  the  plaintiff,  and  we  think 
the  court  should  have  charged  the  jury  that  they  were  at  liberty  to 
presume  the  debt  paid. — Lettey  vs.  Nones,  7  Ser,  &  Raw.  410. 
—3  Stark.  Ev.  1090,  n.  2.— Ex.  of  Clark  vs.  HopJctns,  iJohn. 
R.  556.-2  Stark.  Ev.  310,  n.  I.— Oswald  vs.  Legh,  1  T.  R. 
270.— Hazard  vs.  Martin,  2  Vt.  R.  77.-3  Vt.  R.  543.— Rex 
vs.  Stephens,  1  Brown,  aSd.—TTie  Mayor  of  Hull  vs.  Horn,  1 
Cowp.  109,  214.— 6  Mod.  92.-4  Bur.  1668.— 1  Str.  652.— 
2  Str.  826.—  Willard  el  ux.  Administrator  vs.  Parr,  3  Mason's 
R.  163-4. 
There  was  error,  we  think,  in  the  court  below,  in  charging  the 
59 


Digitized  by  VjOOQ IC 


466 


CASES  IN  THE  SUPREME  COURT 


Caledonia, 
March, 
1836 

Mattocki 

vt. 
BtUtmy. 


Jury,  that  "  if  defendant  relied  upon  the  lapse  of  any  less  term  of 
lime  than  twenty  years,  as  evidence  from  which  the  jury  were  to 
"  presume  payment  of  the  debt,  it  was  incumbent  upon  him  either 
to  fortify  this  presumption  by  proof  of  other  circumstances  in  the 
case  which  made  the  presumption  probable,  or  at  least,  to  remove 
all  grounds  of  presumption  to  the  contrary."  Now,  we  insist,  that 
after  the  lapse  of  eighteen  years  from  the  escape  to  the  assign- 
ment of  the  bond,  it  was  incumbent  on  the  plaintiff  to  account  for 
the  delay,  before  he  could  recover  his  debt  from  the  surety  on  the 
bond. 

In  A?  Court  V8.  Cross,  3  Bing.  329,  the  court  declared  that 
"  long  dormant  claims  have  more  of  cruelty  than  of  justice  in  them, 
and  that  Christianity  forbids  an  attempt  at  enforcing  the  payment 
of  a  debt,  which  time  and  misfortune  have  rendered  the  debtor  un- 
able to  discharge." 

After  the  lapse  of  twenty  years,  unless  there  are  circumstances 
accounting  for  the  delay,  a  presumption  of  satisfaction  ainses,  which 
is  not  subject  to  the  discretion  of  the  jury,  being  a  presumption  of 
law.— Cope  vs.  Humphries,  14  Serg.  &  Raw.  15* — Oswald  vs. 
Legk,  1  Tr.  R.  220.— Hofcro/?  vs.  Heel,  1  B.  &  P.  400.— 3 
Stark.  Ev.  1090,  n.  2.  But  where  the  defendant  relies  upon  any 
period  of  time  short  of  twenty  years,  the  presumption  of  satisfac- 
tion should  be  submitted  to  the  discretion  of  the  jury. 

5.  The  plaintiff  could  not  recover  more  than  the  penalty  of 
his  bond,  and  the  charge  in  this  was  erroneous. 

W,  Mattocks  prose. — 1.  The  deposition  of  Barnum,  *adniissa- 
ble,  for  the  court  will  not  presume  the  defendant  did  not  remove 
bis  residence  after  service  oT  the  writ. 

2.  The  deposition  of  Sickles  admissable,  as  a  justice  of  the 
peace  by  the  law  of  New  York^  is  authorized  to  take  sucli  depo- 
sition. 

3.  The  copy  of  the  habeas  corpus  was  admissable,  because  it 
was  a  judicial  proceeding,  and  matter  of  record,  proper  to  meet 
defendant's  testimony. 

4.  Without  qualifying  circumstances,  twenty  years  is  the  least 
time  from  which  payment  of  a  bond  will  be  presumed. — 1  Selwyn 
587,  note.— Phillips  lU.— Oswald  vs.  Legh,  1  Tr.  R.  270.— 
Cottle  vs.  Payne,  3  Day  292.— Uiin/ap  vs.  Bale,  2  Cranch  186. 
— Fonblanque  266.— iScar/c  vs.  Lord  Barrington,  2  Ld.  R. 
1370.-3  Stark.  Ev.  1089.— 1  Bla.  R.  532. 

5.  But  whether  fifteen  or  twenty  years  will  raise  a  presumption 
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of  payment,  still  this  time  will  not,  even  in  the  case  of  a  statute,  Caledonia, 
run  against  one  until  be  knows  of  his  claim,  and  cause  of  action. —       me.' 
Fonbl.  260-1-2,  note.— 3  Mass.  R.  201.— J  8  Mass.  R.  485.— 1     Maitock. 
Aik.  232.— 1  Selwyn  527,  note.  BH^my. 

6.  The  court  will  judically  take  notice  by  the  defendant's  plea, 
that  Filch  procured  an  act  of  suspension,  and  that  until  the  decis- 
ion of  PVard  vs.  Barnard,  1  Aik.  121,  those  acts  were  supposed 
sulBcient,  and  this  is  a  sufficient  accounting  for  plaintiff's  delay. 

7.  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  the  amount  of  his  judgment 
debt  and  interest  if  that  does  not  exceed  the  penalty  of  the  bond 
and  interest  thereon.— 1  Mass.  R.  308.— 2  do.  118.— 2  Tr.  R. 
388.-2  Dall.  253.-4  Dall.  149.— 2  Stark.  Ev.  1133.-13  East. 
343. — 4  Cranch.  333. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 
CoLLAMKR,  J. — As  to  the  deposition  of  Bamum,  the  justice  cer- 
tifies that  the  defendant  resided  more  than  thirty  miles  from  the 
place  of  caption.  This  clearly  means  at  the  time  of  caption. 
This  certificate  was  subject  to  being  contradicted  by  competent 
proof,  and  if  so  done,  the  deposition  should  have  been  rejected. 
This  is,  nevertheless,  a  mere  question  of  fact,  for  the  county  court 
to  decide,  whether  the  certificate  is  contradicted  by  such  evidence 
as  that  court  felieve.  It  is  not  obvious  how  the  conduct  of  that 
court  can  be  assigned  for  error  on  that  point,  unless  by  stating  the 
facts  and  all  the  facts  found  by  the  court.  In  this  case,  we  do  not 
consider  that  the  fact,  that  the  defendant  resided  within  thirty 
miles  of  the  place  of  caption,  at  the  lime  of  the  service  of  the 
writ,  contradicted  rr  disproved  the  certificate,  that  he  resided 
more  than  thirty  miles  from  that  place,  a  year  after  said  service, 
when  the  deposiiion  was  taken. 

As  to  the  deposiiion  of  Sickles,  it  now  appears,  that  a  justice 
of  the  peice  in  the  stale  of  New  York,  is  by  statute,  there  author- 
ized to  take  depositions  to  be  used  in  those  states  where  deposi- 
tions are  admissible. 

A  copy  of  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus  ad  testificandum,  certAed  by 
the  cferk  of  the  court,  before  whom  the  wrii  was  returnable,  and 
in  ivhose  files  it  remained,  was  admitted,  though  objected  to.  If 
a  paper  be  of  that  character,  that  when  produced,  its  execution 
must  be  proved,  then  the  original  must  be  shown  or  its  loss  or  des- 
truction proved  before  a  copy  is  admissible.  This  writ,  is  obvious- 
ly of  that  public  and  official  character  that  its  execution  would  not 
be  required  to  be  proved,  if  produced  from  the  proper  public  de- 
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pository.  It  was  then  proper  to  be  shown  by  copy.  Must  this 
be  a  sworn  copy,  or  may  it  be  a  copy  attested  by  the  clerk. 
This  writ^  was  returned  into  court,  and  now  constitutes  a  part 
of  the  files  and  muniments  of  the  clerk's  office.  If  this  were 
from  another  state,  it  should  be  authenticated  agreeable  to  the  Uni- 
ted Slates  statute.  It  has  been  the  uniform  practice  of  this  state 
so  far  as  we  are  informed,  to  admit  ahd  even  prefer  the  copy 
attested  by  the  clerk,  not  only  of  records y  technically  so  called, 
but  also,  of  all  papers,  files,  rolls,  he,  legally  deposited  in  his 
office  and  there  required  to  remain.  For  instance,  all  the  pro- 
ceedings and  decrees  in  chancery,  though  strictly  speaking,  the 
court  of  chancery  is  not  a  court  of  record.  This  practice,  we  per- 
ceive no  occasion  to  disapprove,  considering  it  furnishing  as  high  a 
degree  of  certainty  as  sworn  copies  can. 

It  is  however  urged,  that  the  paper  did  not  relate  to  the  issue 
and  therefore,  was  improperly  admitted.  It  is  obvious,  that  the 
case  is  not  drawn  up  with  reference  to  such  a  point.  It  may  have 
been  important  testimony  for  the  plaintiff,  if  the  evidence  which 
the  defendant  introduced,  tending  to  show,  that  Fitch  departed 
the  liberties  of  the  prison  in  1809^  tended  to  show  be  went  out 
under  the  custody  of  an  officer  to  give  evidence  in  a  cause,  at  the 
very  date  of  the  return  on  said  writ.  This  court  will  always  pre- 
sume the  proceedings  of  the  county  court  to  be  correct,  until  the 
case,  on  record,  shows  them  to  be  erroneous.  From  the  pres- 
ent record  it  is  impossible  to  say  whether  the  testimony  was  rele- 
vant or  not.  It  seems  to  iiave  been  given  by  the  plaintiff  as  re- 
butting testimony,  but  what  was  the  exact  testimony  which  had 
been  put  in  by  the  defendant,  does  not  appear,  no  more  than  its 
ultimate  tendency.  We  cannot,  therefore  say,  the  proceedings  of 
the  county  court  were  erroneous,  on  this  point. 

That  the  lapse  of  some  period  of  time  would  naturally  lead  the 
mind  to  the  conclusion,  that  an  obligation  must  have  been  fulfilled, 
is  extremely  obvious.  Such  a  point,  must  have  early  arisen  and 
called  for  some  rule  of  law,  or  each  cause  must  have  been  left  to 
the  ever  varying  opinions  of  the  different  juries  which  might  try 
it.  The  necessity  of  some  time  certain  being  fixed,  is  apparent. 
Legislation  fixed  these  periods  by  statutes  ol  limitation,  in  most 
cases,  and  the  courts  in  others.  This,  both  must  do  arbitrarily,  in 
the  nature  of  the  thing.  For  though  reason  demanded  that  some 
time  should  be  fixed,  she  intimated  no  particular  iimey  much  less, 
a  different  time  to  each  different  class  of  claims.  In  relation  to 
bonds,  for  which  there  is  no  statute  of  limitation,  the  courts  fixed 
the  period  at  twenty  jrears,  at  which  the  presumption  of  payment 
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will  arise  and  call/or  explanatory  or  rebutting  proof  from  the  claim-  Calkdokia, 
ant.     This  has  come  down  to  us  as  a  part  of  the  common  law,        iSs/ 
which  it  is  the  course  of  safe  precedent  to  follow.     To  change  it     Maitock« 
now,  especially  for  pre-existing  cases,  partakes  much  of  judicial     Bellamy, 
legislation.      The  defendant's  counsel  insist,  that  this  period  of 
twenty  yeans,  was  first  fixed  in  England  and  followed  in  New 
York  in  analogy  with  the  period  in  which  the  entry  on  lands  or 
the  action  of  ejectment  was  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitation,  and 
that  to  preserve  the  analogy,  we  should  settle  upon  fifteen  years  in 
pursuance  of  our  statute,  as  to  ejectment,  as  the  court  have  done 
in  relation  to  presuming  grants  upon  fifteen  years  user. 

The  attempt  to  sustain  the  idea  of  perfect  symmetry  in  our  sys- 
tem, is  neither  a  very  certain  or  safe  guide  in  duty.  To  do  this, 
we  must  search  for  analogies  often  fanciful.  In  relation  to  water 
privileges,  ways,  easements  and  incorporeal  heroditaments,  growing 
out  of,  and  attached  to  lands,  and  in  relation  to  mortgages,  tenan- 
cies, fcc,  the  analogy  to  ejectment  is  obvious ;  and  therefore,  in  re- 
lation to  those,  the  same  period  of  time  has  been  adopted.  But  it 
is  far  from-  obvious  how  this  debt  and  bond  in  any  way  resembles 
or  bears  analogy  to  lands,  or  has  any  connexion  therewith,  in  this 
country.  It  would  seem  more  to  resemble  a  covenant/ for  which 
we  have  a  statute.  How  the  period  of  twenty  years  was  first  fix- 
ed in  England  as  the  time  which  would  create  a  presumption  of 
payment  of  a  specialty,  is  not  certain.  It  might  there  have  been 
considered  as  connected  with  land  and  leaning  thereon,  because  the 
heir  to  whom  the  land  descends  is  bound  for  specialty  debts :  ^'So 
it  may  be  called,  though  not  a  direct,  yet  a  collateral  charge  upon 
the  lands." — (2  Black.  Com.  340.)  However  this  may  be  there, 
we  consider  it  our  duty  and  most  safe  to  follow  the  rule  as  we 
find  it. 

It  is  however  insisted,  thai  by  law,  a  period  less  than  twenty 
years  ought,  by  the  court,  to  have  been  left  to  the  jury,  with  instruc- 
tions that  the  jury  might  therefrom  presume  payment.  Some  ca- 
ses have  been  produced  as  favoring  such  a  principle,  especialy  the 
case  of  Jackson  vs.  Pratt,  (10  John.  R.  381.)  Ihat  was  an  ac- 
tion of  ejectment,  in  which  the  defendant  attempted  to  set  up  an 
outstanding  mortgage,  about  forty  years  old.  On  this  mortgage, 
some  payments  appeared  to  have  been  made ;  but  for  nineteen 
years,  no  claim  had  been  made,  nor  rent  paid,  nor  possession  taken, 
or  any  step  taken  to  put  the  mortgage  in  force ;  and  the  judge 
says,  **  from  all  these  circumstances,  the  jury  might  have  been  war- 
ranted in  finding  the  debt  paid."     It  is  undoubtedly  true  that  any 
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lapse  of  time,  however  short,  might  be  an  ingredient  in  a  composi- 
tion of  circumstances,  from  which  a  jury  might  be  convinced  that  a 
debt  was  paid.  Where  there  is  a  statute  of  limitation,  no  period 
sliort  of  that  will,  unaccompanied  with  other  circumstances,  create 
a  bar,  or  call  for  evidence  to  explain  it.  Where  there  is  no  stat- 
ute, as  in  this  case,  no  period  short  of  twenty  years  has,  aZone,  been 
considered  as  creating  a  presumption  of  payment,  or  been  left  to 
the  jury  for  that  purpose.  Indeed,  so  to  do,  would  entirely  defeat 
all  benefit  from  any  certain  rule  on  the  subject,  and  would  leave 
again  each  case  to  the  credulity  and  caprice  of  differing  juries. 

Another  question  arises  In  relation  to  the  rule  of  damages :  Can 
the  plaintiff  recover  more  than  the  penalty  of  the  bond,  or  can  in- 
terest be  cast  on  that  penalty  ?  There  appears  to  have  been  very 
great  fluctuation  in  the  decisions  on  this  subject. — (They  will  be 
found  collected  in  1  Pow.  on  Mort.  155,  note.)  It  is  to  be  con- 
sidered that  this  is  an  action  against  a  surety,  and  not  on  a  bond 
for  the  payment  of  money,  but  for  the  jail  liberties.  The  Ijetter  and 
more  modem  opinion  seems  to  be,  in  relation  to  such  a  case,  that 
the  penalty  is  all  that  can  be  recovered. —  Whitt  vs.  Sealey^  Doug. 
A9—Brangwin  vs.  Perreat,  2  Wm.  Black.  1190— Tew  vs.  fVin- 
terton,  3  Bro.  C.  C.  489— fVilde  vs.  Uarkson,  6  T.  R.  304. 

Indeed  our  statute,  like  that  of  8  and  9  Willidm  III.,  seems  very 
distinctly  to  provide  that  in  all  actions  for  penalties,  on  breach  be- 
ing shown,  judgment  shall  be  entered  for  the  penalty,  and  execu- 
tion granted  for  the  damages.  This  implies  that  the  penalty  shall 
not  be  exceeded.  We  say  nothing  how  it  would  be  as  to  a  mon- 
ey bond  as  against  principal  only. 

Judgment  reversed  for  all  the  damages  beyond  the  penalty  of  the 
bond ; — affirmed  as  to  the  balance. 


Caz^donia, 
Mtach^ 
1836. 


Elmira  Allard  vs.  Horace  Bingham. 

_  In  a  prosecution  for  bastardy/if  the  complainant  becomes  non-^uU,  or  the  pro- 
coediiigs  are  quashed^  cost  may  bo  taxed  for  the  dafendant. 

This  was  a  prosecution  for  bastardy,  under  the  statute  of  this 
state,  passed  November  9th,  1822. 

In  the  county  court,  non-suit  was  entered  by  the  plaintiff.  Re- 
spondent claimed  his  costs.  The  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  contend- 
ed that  costs  were  not  taxable  for  respondent.  Judgment  that  re- 
spondent recover  his  costs. 

To  this  decision  of  the  court  the  plaintiff  excepted. 
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The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by  Caledokia, 

WiLLiAMSy  Ch.  J. — The  general  statute,  which  provides  that  ^8^6  * 
when  any  person  shall  cause  process  to  be  served  upon  another,  ^U^** 
and  discontinue  the  same,  or  become  non-suit  therein,  the  court  Si"g^<^>U' 
shall  give  judgment  for  the  defendant  to  recover  his  cost,  was  suf- 
ficient to  authorize  the  county  court  in  this  case  to  tax  costs  against 
the  complainant.  The  proceedings,  in  the  case  of  bastardy,  against 
the  putative  father,  are  considered  as  in  the  nature  of  a  civil  suit, 
and  have  always  been  so  treated  in  this  state.  Bonds  for  costs 
must  be  given  by  the  complainant  in  the  same  manner  as  on  issu- 
ing writs  of  attachment.  The  providing  clause  to  the  second  sec- 
tion of  the  statute  relating  to  bastards  and  bastardy,  does  not  re- 
strain the  court  in  taxing  costs,  to  those  cases  only  where  there  is 
a  verdict  of  a  jury.  In  all  cases  where  the  judgment  is  that  the 
person  complained  of  is  not  chargeable,  or  that  he  be  discharged, 
whether  such  judgment  be  rendered  on  a  verdict,  or  on  a  demur- 
rer, or  on  quashing  the  proceedings  for  irregularity,  cost  must  be 
taxed  in  his  favor  against  the  complainant. 

The  judgment  of  the  county  court  is  therefore  affirmed. 

Mr.  Fletcher  for  complainant. 

Mr.  WheelocJc  for  respondent. 
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ESSEX  COUNTY, 
March  Tekm,  1836. 


Prksknt,  Hon.  STEPHEN  ROYCE.        ) 

«•      JACOB  COLLAMER,     }  Assistant  Justices. 
••      ISAAC  F.  REDFIELD,  > 


„  Orlando  Sghoff  vs.  Town  of  Bloomfield. 

Essex, 

\^i  Towns,  at  the  annual  March  meeting,  or  at  the  adjourned  term  of  the  same 
'■ in  April,  may  transact   any  business  within  the  scope  of  their  corporate  in- 
terests, whether  the  subject  matter  of  the  business  is  named  in  the  warrant 
for  the  meeting  or  not. 

If  at  such  meeting,  a  town  appoint  an  agent  to  compromise  a  disputed  claim 
for  damages  on  account  of  a  road  laid  across  plainiiff^s  land  by  the  seloclmen, 
such  agent  may  refer  the  question  of  the  amount  to  be  paid,  to  arbitrators ; 
and  the  town  will  be  bound  by  the  award. 

If,  after  the  award,  and  after  the  road  is  legally  opened,  the  owner  of  the  land 
keep  the  road  fenced  up,  this  does  not  avoid  the  award,  but  the  town  must 
resort  to  their  remedy  under  the  general  laws,  as  in  other  similar  ciscs. 

This  was  an  action  of  debt  on  an  award  made  by  Daniel  Smith 
and  George  W.  By  ram,  in  pursuance  of  a  submission  made  as 
hereinafter  stated. 

Plea — ^tbe  general  issue,  and  trial  by  jury. 

The  plaintiff  offered  the  records  of  the  town  of  Bloomfield  of 
the  proceedings  of  the  town  at  their  annual  March  meeting,  in  the 
year  1833,  by  which  it  appeared  that  at  the  adjourned  term  of  said 
meeting,  Joseph  Stevens  was  appointed  agent  of  the  town  for  the 
purpose  of  compromising  the  difficulties  then  existing  between  the 
t6wn  and  this  plaintiff  in  relation  to  a  road  laid  by  the  selectmen 
of  the  town  across  plaintiff's  land. 

The  defendants  objected  to  the  admission  of  the  testimony,  for 
the  reason,  that  in  the  warning  of  said  meeting,  no  notice  was  giv- 
en of  the  subject  matter  of  this  vote,  and  that  the  vote  gave  no  au- 
thority to  the  agent  to  compromise  this  difficulty  by  arbitration ; 
which  objections  were  overruled,  and  the  testimony  admitted. 
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Th«  plaintiff  bavitig  proved  a  suhmissioD  of  their  difficulties      ^^* 

(which  were  a  claim  of  damages  on  the  part  of  plaintii  for  the  aaid 1836. 

road  being  laid  as  aforesaid  across  his  laikl,)  by  said  agent  and  the  ^^^^ 
plaintiff,  to  the  persons  above  named,  and  their  award  in  the  prem-  Bioomfi^id. 
ises  duly  made  and  published,  tor  the  sum  of  $55  50,  and  that 
after  the  award,  both  the  said  agent  and  plaintiff  ez{>ressed  them- 
selves  ^tisfied  with  the  award,  and  that  the  selectmen  pHoceeded 
to  assess  a  tax  for  the  amount  of  the  award  upon  the  inhabitants  of 
the  town,  in  pursuance  of  a  vote  of  said  town,  directing  $30  and 
as  much  more  as  their  agent  should  agree  to  pay  plaintiff  in  the' 
premises  to  be  sa  assessed. — ^The  plaintiff  here  vested  his  case. 

This  vote  was  at  the  same  time  with  the  vote  appointing  an  agent ' 
for  this  purpose, 

1.  The  defendant  offered  to  prove  that  the  land  over  which  the 
road  was  laid  belonged  to  the  defendant  by  pifescription. 

2.  That  the  selectmen  had  no  authority  to  lay  out  a  road  over 
the  land  of  the  plaintiff;  and, 

3.  Tliat  the  plaintiff  bad  kept  the  road  fenced  up  since  the  award. 

The  testimony  was  objected  to  by  the  plaintiff,  and  rejected  by 
the  court. 

The  jury  were  instructed,  that  if  they  credited  all  the  testimony 
given  oh  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  he  would  be  entitled  to  recover. 
Verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 

To  the  foregoing  decisions  of  the  com  t,- the  defendant  excepted. 

Mr.  fV^ad  for  defendant^The  points  to  be  decided  in  this 
case  are, 

1.  Has  a  ioum  power  to  appoint  an  agent  at  an  adjourned  terra 
of  its  March  meeting,  for  the  purpose  of  settling  difficulties  between 
su6h  town  and  an  individual,  without  any  notice  for  that  purpose 
in  the  warning  of  said  meeting  ? 

2.  Has  an  agent,  appointed  for  the  purpose  of  "  c<mpromising^^ 
difficulties  sufesisliog  between  a  town  and  a  third  person,  power  to 
submit  such  difficulties  to  the  arbitration  of  individuals  mutually 
chosen  by  him  and  such  third  person  ? 

3.  Did  the  evidence  offered  by  the  plaintiff  for  that  purpose 
show  a  sufficient  recognizance  of  the  acts  of  the  agent  by  the 
town,  to  bind  them  ? 

4.  Did  the  court  below  err  in  rejecting  the  testimony  (the  award 
being  made  to  settle  a  difficulty  in  relation  to  laying  out  a  road  over 
plaintiff's  land)  offered  by  the  defendant  ? — 1st,  That  the  land 
over  which  the  road  was  laid  belonged  to  the  defendant  by  prescrip- 
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Emu,  tion. — ^3d,  That  the  selectmen  had  no  authority  to  lay  out  a  road 
^88e^  over  the  land  of  plaintiff— and,  3d,  That  the  plaintiff  had  kept  the 
Setoff      road  fenced  up  since  the  award. 

First — ^Towns,  like  all  other  incorporations,  are  confined  strict- 
ly to  the  exercise  of  the  powers  granted  iheni  by  the  legislature. 
(1  Swift's  Dig.  69.)  The  "act  regulating  town  meetings,  and  the 
choice  of  town  officers,"  (Stat,  408-9,)  authorizes  the  several  towns 
in  this  state  to  make  choice  of  certain  officers  at  their  annual  March 
meeting,  and  to  transact  such  other  business  as  is  therein  named. 
Can  they  travel  beyond  their  charter,  and  do  business  without  au- 
thority ? 

The  act  is  a  public  one,  which  every  body  is  bound  to  notice ; 
and  the  powers  conferred  by  it,  are  supposed  to  be  well  known.  It 
gives  no  authority  to  appoint  an  agent ;  and  the  freemen  of  a  town 
might  well  say  they  were  taken  by  surprise,  if  at  a  March  meeting, 
an  agent  for  any  purpose  was  appointed,  without  notice  in  the  warn- 
ing. They  cannot  know  that  such  business  is  to  be  transacted  ; 
and,  believing  that  the  meeting  will  confine  itself  to  the  exercise  of 
the  power  granted  in  thedd  and  14th  sections  of  the  act,  they  may 
remain  at  home ;  while,  had  they  known  that  other  business  was 
to  be  transacted,  they  would  have  been  present  at  the  meeting.-^ 
Such  a  doctrine  is  absurd.  Ten  men  might  bind  the  whole  town, 
composed  of  two  hundred  voters,  without  their  knowledge,  and  con- 
trary to  their  will.  With,  or  without  notice,  an  annval  March 
meeting  have  no  power  to  do  any  business  other  than  what  is  na- 
med in  the  3d  and  14th  sections,  unless  they  first  comply  with  the 
15th  and  16th  sections  of  the  act  regulating  town  meetings. 

Second — ^Stevens  was  a  special  agent.  A  special  agent,  to  bind 
his  principal,  must  pursue  his  authority  strictly  (Paley  on  Agency, 
164 — Cox  Dig.  U.  S.  Rep.  48)  in  form  as  well  as  substance. — 5 

Mass.  R.  37,  vs.  Hovey.—S  T.  R.  757—5   John.    R, 

58,  Nixon  vs. et  al. — 1  Sw.  Dig.  327. 

The  agent  had  no  authority  to  arbitrate.  The  words  of  his  ap- 
pointment are,  "  to  compromise.*^  He  could  not  delegate  his  au- 
thority and  authorize  others  to  settle  the  difficulty. — Hovenden  on 
Frauds,  1  vol.  177—1  Sw.  Dig.  832. 

One  partner  cannot  submit  a  partnership  difficulty  with  another 
so  as  to  bind  the  firm. — Kyd  on  Awards,  42. 

An  attorney  cannot  submit  any  matter  to  arbitration  for  bis  client 
without  express  authority  for  that  purpose. — 4  Hayw.  (Tennes- 
see) Rep.  65,  Haynes  vs.  Wright — 2  McCord's  Chan.  Rep.  406, 
Smith  vs.  Bozzard,  cited  in  Hovenden  on  Frauds,  262,  2d  vol. — 
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1  Sw.  Dig.  466 — 1  Ld.  Ray.  246,  Bacon  vs.  Dubern/y  misreci-      Etiw 
ted  in  I  Swift,  466.  ^^ 

Third — The  selectmen  could  not  recognize  the  acts  of  the  agent      ^^^ 
so  as  to  bind  the  town.    They  were  mere  agents  themselves.  siooafieid. 

JFuurtk — The  court  below  did  err  in  rejecting  the  testimony  of- 
fered by  the  defendant ;  and, 

1.  The  submission  was  a  claim  of  damages  for  laying  out  a  road 
over  the  plaintiff's  land.  If  the  land  belonged  to  the  dejendant, 
the  arbitrators  passed  upon  a  subject  not  submitted,  and  the  award 
is  void.    The  defendant  offered  to  show  that  such  was  the  fact. 

2.  The  statute  (p.  427)  authorizes  the  selectmen  to  lay  out 
roads  upon  petition  of  three  fteeholders,  &c.  If  the  selectmen 
had  not  authority,  they  were  trespassers  Now  what  was  submit- 
ted to  the  arbitrators  ?  A  claim  for  damages  for  the  tortious  acts  of 
the  selectmen  of  Bloomfield !  And  the  award  was  that  the  town 
should  pay  ^55  50,  but  no  release  or  discbarge  was  awarded. — 
The  plaintiff  may  sue  the  selectmen  at  any  time,  and  recover  of 
them  for  the  trespass.  If  the  selectmen  were  trespassers^  the  town 
had  nothing  to  submit.  The  plaintiff  could  still  claim  his  damages 
for  the  road,  when  it  was  certified  to  be  open,  according  to  the  stat- 
ute.— 1  Saund.  R.  327,  Veale  vs.  Warner. 

3.  The  defendant  should  have  been  permitted  to  show  that  the 
plaintiff  had  kept  the  road  fenced  up  since  the  award.  What  was 
the  consideration  for  the  $55  50  awarded  ?  Was  it  that  the  town 
should  enjoy  the  right  of  using  the  road,  undisturbed  by  the  plain- 
tiff ?  If  so,  then  the  plaintiff  was  bound  to  comply  with  the  award ; 
and  in  fencing  up  the  road,  he  has  deprived  himself  of  any  right  to 
recover.  On  any  other  ground,  the  award  is  void  for  want  of  mu- 
tuality.— 1  Saund.  R.  Veale  vs.  Warner  327. 

Nothing  is  awarded  to  the  defendant  as  a  consideration  for  the 
$55  50  given  to  the  plaintiff,  £Lndnotb\nghutihe  right  to  use  the 
road  can  be  implied  as  a  consideration :  so  that  if  the  plaintiff  in- 
terrupts the  defendant  in  the  enjoyment  of  that  privi]ege,^the  only 
possible  consideration  that  can  be  imagined  has  failed.  No  release 
was  awarded,  no  right  of  way, — no  deed;  and,  in  short,  no  consid- 
eration ever  passed,  upon  which  to  base  the  award. 

The  plaintiff  still  has  his  land — keeps  the  road  fenced  up— has 
his  right  of  action  against  the  selectmen ;  and  if  the  town  attempts, 
without  further  authority,  to  open  the  road,  he  may  sue  them  as 
trespassers;  or,  if  the  selectmen  obtain  authority,  and  proceed  le- 
gally to  open  the  road,  be  still  has  a  claim  for  his  damages. 

The  award  is  void. 
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Em«z,  Mr.  Hcyivood  for  plaintiff , — 1.    The  first  question  ia  this  case 

^1836/      is,  whether  it  was  necessary  in  order  to  the  appoiptmenit  of  Mr. 
sdToff      Slevens  as  agent,  that  the  warning  of  the  Maroj^  meeting  should 
Bioomfi»td.    contain  the  subject  matter  of  the  vote* 

The  appointment  of  Mr.  Stevens  was  at  a  meeting  in  April,  ad- 
journed frpm  the  annual  March  meeting. 

It  is  provided  by  statute,  (p.  411,  sec.  8,)  that  aH  matters  and 
things  required  to  be  done  at  the  annual  meeting  in  the  month  of 
Mai^i,  may  be  done  at  any  adjournment  of  said  meeting  Id  the 
month  of  April  succeeding. 

The  staftute  does  not  require  that  the  subject  matter  of  any  thing 
to  be  transacted  shall  be  specified  in  the  warning  of  the  annual 
meeting, — (p.  408,  sec.  1 .)  This  would  be  a  very  inconvenient 
practice,  as  it  would  be  impossible  for  the  selectmen  to  foreknow 
all  of  the  many  afiairs  necessary  to  be  acted  on  by  the  town  at  that 
meeting.  Every  inhabitant  knows  that  various  afiairs  of  interest 
to  the  town  will  be  transacted  at  that  meeting;  and  if  he  cbopaes, 
he  can  be  present.  But  when  a  special  meeting  is  warned,  it  is 
provided  by  the  statute  that  the  subject  matter  to.be  transacted 
shall  be  hjiserted  in  the  warning  (p.  414,  sec.  15  b  16) ;  and  un- 
less the  subject  matter  is  so  specified,  the  business  transacted  at  the 
meethig  is  not  valid.  It  is  evident  from  the  provisions  in  the  15th 
and  16tli  sections,  examined  in  connexion  with  the  1st  section  of 
tin  same  act^  that  the  legislature  did  not  intend  that  the  subject 
matter  to  be  transacted,  should  be  inserted  in  the  warning  of  the 
annnal  March  meeting  of  the  town. 

2.  The  second  objection  is,  that  the  vote  passed,  gave  no  au- 
thorky  to  the  agent  to  compromise  this  difficulty  by  arbitration. — 
The  vote  was,  "that  Joseph  Stevens  be  an  agent  for  the  town,  to 
compromtse  with  Oifando  Schoff  about  the  road  going  through  bis 
land." 

This  vote  constituted  Mr.  Stevens  an  agent,  with  general  and  in- 
definite power?,  to  compromise  the  difficulty.  It  is  a  rule  of  law, 
that  powers  shall  be  construed  liberally  and  beneficially.  Mr.  Ste- 
vens was  made  an  agent  for  the  purpose  of  having  the  business  set- 
tled, and  if  he  could  not  settle  with  the  plaintiff  by  agreeing  upon 
the  damages,  the  appointment  would  be  a  nullity,  unless  he  could 
arbitrate  the  difficulty.  It  was  for  the  interest  pfthe  town  to  have 
the  matter  settled  without  litigation ;  and  to  compromise  disputes 
by  arbitration,  is  a  method  recognized  and  highly  favored  by  law. 
After  the  award  was  brought  in,  the  agent  expressed  himself  sat- 
isfied with  it,  which  may  be  equivalent  to  an  agreement  by  the 
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agent  to  pay  that  sum  to  settle  the  matter  in  dispute,  without  the      ^""i' 
aid  of  arbitrators,  which  would  be  clearly  within  his  authority.  1836.* 

The  vote  of  the  town,  raising  $30,  and  as  much  more  as  neces-      ^^^^^ 
sary  to  pay  the  plaintiff,  shows  that  there  was  a  debt  of  $W  or    Bioon.add, 
more  due  the  plaintiff  from  the  town,  and  that  the  verdict  in  this 
case  is  just. 

An  agent  of  a  town,  appointed  to  prosecute  a  suit,  has  authori- 
ty io  refer  the  suit  pending. — InhabUants  of  Buckland  vs.  Inhab- 
itanU  of  Coventry^  14  Mass.  R.  396.— ^Pailey  on  Agency,  4-25, 
referred  to. — I  Caine's  R.  324,  LyU  vs.  Closon. 

3.  The  defendants  say  that  this  verdict  should  be  set  aside  be^ 
cause  the  court  rejected  evidence  offered  to  prove  that  the  land 
over  whieb  the  road  was  laid,  belonged  to  the  town ;  and  also  evi- 
dence to  show,  that  the  selectmen  had  no  authority  to  lay  out  a 
road  over  the  laod  of  the  plaintiff. 

This  proposition  was  to  go  into  the  merits  of  the  question  deci- 
ded by  the  arbitrators,  and  of  course  could  jnot  be  admitted. 

It  is  evident  that  there  was  a  matter  in  dispute,  which  was  suffi- 
cient, though  the  ownership  c^  the  land  might  be  doubtful.  And 
it  was  of  no  consequence  how  illegally  the  road  was  laid,  inasmuch, 
as  it  was  laid,  and  there  arose  a  difficulty  about  the  damages  to  be  ' 

paid  to  the  plaintiff,  sufficient  to  become  the  subject  matter  of  ar- 
bitration. The  award  most  be  conclusive,  and  cannot  be  overhaul* 
ed  by  showing  that  the  arbitrators  misjudged. 

4.  If  the  plaintiff  fraced  up  or  obstructed  the  hi^way,  it  was 
an  ofience  for  which  he  was  liable  to  be  proceeded  against  under 
the  statute  (see  p.  433,  sec.  16)  ;  but  it  can  be  no  defence  to  this 
action  that  he  so  obstructed  the  road. 

The  highway  act,  (p.  427,  sec.  1,)  provides  that  the  selectmen 
may  lay  out  highways,  so  that  no  damage  be  done  to  any  person 
through  whose  lands  such  road  shall  be  laid,  without  due  recom- 
pense from  such  town,  as  the  selectmen  and  parties  ititerested  shall 
agree.  And  if  they  do  not  agree,  the  selectmen  are  directed  to  as- 
sess and  tender  the  damages  before  they  open  the  road.  From  this 
statute,  it  appears  tiiat  the  damage  is  complete,  and  should  be  paid 
before  the  road  is  opened.  In  this  case,  it  appears  that  the  road 
was  laid,  and  the  damage  to  be  paid  was  fixed  by  thb  arbitration  ^ 
but  it  does  not  appear  that  the  road  was  ever  legally  opened,  and 
therefore  nothing  appears  why  the  plaintiff  might  not  legally  ob- 
struct the  road. 
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KssBx.  The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

18^1*_ RuDFiELD,  J. — The  vole  of  the  town  meeting,  appointing  an 

^^vjT^  agent,  is  objected  to  for  the  reason  that  the  subject  is  not  named 
Bioomfieid.  in  ij^Q  warning.  This  was  tlie  annual  March  meeting.  For  the 
adjournment  to  April  being  provided  for  by  statute,  is  but  a  contin- 
uation of  the  same  meeting.  And  all  business  which  may  be  le- 
gally transacted  at  the  stated  March  meeting, may,  by  express  pro- 
vision oi  the  statute,  be  done  at  the  adjourned  meeting.  And  qo 
statute  requires  that  the  subject  matter  of  business  to  be  done  at 
this  meeting,  should  be  specifically  named  in  the  warning.  And  as 
the  statute  does  require  this  in  all  special  meetings  of  the  town,  it 
does,  by  fair  implication,  excuse  it  in  reference  to  the  stated  aanu- 
al  meeting.  At  this  meeting,  it  is  well  known  that  the  town  will 
transact  all  matters  necessary  to  their  corporate  interests,  and  the 
i.ihabitants  are  bound  to  take  notice  of  that  fact,  and  are  bound  by 
the  votes  of  the  town,  on  any  such  subject,  wbetlier  they  attend  or 
not.  Such,  we  believe,  was  the  contemporaneous  construction  of 
this  statute,  and  such  has  been  the  uniform  practice.  This,  of  it- 
self, would  now  have  the  force  of  law.  The  subject  matter  of  this 
agency  being  a  claim  of  damages  for  laying  out  a  highway  across 
plaintiff's  land  by  the  selectmen  of  the  town,  is  most  clearly  within 
the  ordinary  scope  of  the  corporate  interests  of  the  town. 

The  next  inquiry  is,  was  the  submisson  to  arbitration  by  agent, 
within  the  scope  of  his  authority  ?  He  was  appointed  for  the  pur- 
pose of  compromising  this  claim  for  damages.  This  compromise 
he  certainly  had  authority  to  make  in  any  of  the  ordinary  modes  of 
compromising  similar  matters.  For  although  be  was  in  one  sense 
a  particular  agent,  i.  e.,  to  compromise  this  one  claim,  he  had^ett- 
eral  powers,  so  far  as  this  claim  was  concerned,  and  was  not  there- 
fore ill  the  restricted  sense,  a  special  agent.  He  might  effect  the 
objects  of  bis  appointment  in  any  oi  those  modes,  which  it  is  to  be 
presumed  the  town  would  have  expected  him  to  resort  to.  Dam- 
ages had  not  been  assessed  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  plaintiff  by  the 
selectmen.  He  had  therefore  a  right  of  appeal.  On  this  appeal 
the  question  would  be  settled  by  the  umpirage  of  a  committee  se- 
lected by  the  parlies  and  magistrate  before  whom  the  appeal  was 
brought.  This  would  of  course  be  in  the  mind  of  the  town.  The 
appointment  of  this  agent  was  doubtless  to  save  expense  and  delay. 
We  think  be  might  ''compromise"  by  agreement  with  the  plaintiff 
for  any  less  sum  than  that  claimed,  or  he  might  agree  to  pay  the 
same  sum  claimed.  And  we  see  no  good  reason  why  he  might  not 
resort  to  any  other  mode  of  compromise  which  must  be  as  beneB- 
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cial  as  this  by  agreement.    First,  then,  he  should  attempt  an  agree-      5?**^ 
ment  as  he  did.     This  failing,  he  might  resort  to  arbitration,  which        ip36. 
is  almost  ihe  only  other  mode  of  compromising  disputed  claims,       ^'*^!y'** 
and  one  so  common  as  must  have  been  in  the  mind  of  the  inhabi-    ^''  omfieid. 
tants  in  conferring  the  agency.    He  clearly  might  refer  it,  and  then 
agree  to  give  the  sum  awarded, after  he  should  know  it,  which  was 
the  fact  here.    And  we  also  consider  he  might,  in  the  proper  sense, 
refer  or  arbitrate  the  matter. — Inhabitants  of  Buckland  rs.  Inhab- 
itants of  Comnlry^  14  Mass.  R.  396. 

The  cases  relied  upon  by  defendants'  counsel  as  being  analo- 
gous to  this,  where  it  has  been  held  that  one  partner  cannot  bind 
the  firm  by  submission  to  arbitration,  by  contract  under  seal,  are 
not  in  point.  One  partner  has  no  implied  authority  to  com- 
promise a  contested  claim,  without  consulting  the  other  members 
of  the  firm.  And  never  can  one  man,  without  a  special  power, 
execute  a  bond  for  another.  Such  authority  must  always  be  ex- 
press, and  will  never  be  implied.  The  submission  and  award  so 
Ibllow  and  coincide,  that  the  town  are  bound  by  the  award,  unless 
some  fatal  mistake  or  fraud  or  corruption  in  the  arbitrators  can  be 
shown.     This  is  not  attempted. 

The  remaining  arguments  against  the  validity  of  the  awards  re- 
fer to  the  state  of  the  controversy  anterior  to  the  submission.  This 
is  now  merged  in  the  new  contract.  And  to  allow  an  inquiry 
into  the  state  of  the  rights  of  the  parties  previous  to  the  submis- 
mission,  with  a  view  to  avoid  the  award  on  the  ground  of  want  of 
consideration  to  the  contract  of  submission,  would  be  to  avoid  eve- 
ry compromise,  whether  by  agreement  or  award  of  arbitrators. 

If  the  plaintiff,  after  the  award,  still  persisted  in  keeping  up  bis 
fences  across  the  road,  this  would  not  avoid  the  award,  but  leave  the 
town  to  their  remedy  under  the  general  laws.  Indeed,  the  plain- 
tiff would  have  a  right  to  keep  up  his  fences  until  the  road  was 
opened  in  the  mode  prescribed  by  statute. — Patchin  vs.  DoolutUy 
3  Vt.  R.  ^2,— Patchin  vs.  Mornson,  3  Vt.  R.  590. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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E««x.  Jambs  Hascltom  vs.  Johk  Wears. 

March, 
^^^'  In  a  H  "claration  for  slanderous  words,  tho  words  constituttnff  the  slanderous 

ciiarge  must  be  set  forth ;  and  an  omission  to  state  tbem  is  not  cured  by  \er. 
diet. 

If  one  of  several  counts  in  a  declaration  is  fatally  defective,  and  a  general 
verdict  on  all  the  counts  is  returned  and  entered  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff, 
judgment  will  be  arrested. 

This  was  aa  actioii  on  the  case  fur  verbal  slander.  The  declaration 
contained  four  counts,  the  last  of  which  was  as  follows : — ''Also  for 
that,  the  defendant  at  said  Compton,  to  wit,  at  said  Guildhall,  on 
.  Ihe  fifth  day  of  June  last  past,  speaking  of  the  plaintiff  in  a  cer« 
tain  other  discourse,  which  the  said  Weare  then  and  there  had,  wkh 
divers  other  good  and  worthy  citizens  of  this  state,  and  of  the 
province  of  Lower  Canada,  of  and  concerning  the  plaintiff,  the 
said  Weare,  with  the  malicious  contrivance  and  intention  aforesaii^ 
and  for  the  several  purposes  aforesaid,  did  falsely  and  nnaliciously, 
openly  and  publicly,  charge  the  plaintiff  toith  ike  crime  of  per- 
jury, in  the  presence  and  hearing  of  those  last  mentioned  citizens. 
By  means  of  the  speaking  and  publishing  of  which  said  several 
false,  scandalous  and  defamatory  words,  and  of  said  false  and  mal- 
icious charge.  And  the  plaintiff  avers  that  he  is  a  practicing  pby- 
sician  and  is  further  greatly  injured  and  prejudiced  in  hb  character, 
reputation  and  profession  as  a  physician,  and  has  been  suspected 
and  believed  by  his  neighbors  and  people  at  large,  to  have  been 
guilty  of  the  crime  of  perjury,  and  by  means  of  the  speaking  and 
publishing  of  which  false,  scandalous  and  defamatory  words,  and  of 
the  said  false  and  malicious  charge,  the  plaintiff  has  lost  the  confi- 
dence of  all  his  neighbors  and  acquaintances,  and  also,  has  lost  all 
his  business  and  practice  as  a  physician  as  aforesaid,  and  has  like- 
wise undergone  great  pain  and  trouble,  both  of  body  and  mind, 
and  has  been  otherwise  greatly  injured  and  prejudiced,  and  has 
been  rendered  liable  to  a  prosecution  for  perjury." 

After  a  general  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  the  defendant  moved  in 
arrest  of  judgment.  And  the  judgment,  having  been  arrested  by 
the  county  court,  the  cause  was  brought  here  on  exceptions  taken 
by  the  plaintiff  to  that  decision.  The  motion  was  predicated,  in 
port,  upon  alleged  defects  in  other  counts  of  the  declaration.  But 
as  the  decision  was  founded  on  the  last  count,  it  is  not  deemed  ad- 
visable to  lengthen  the  case  by  any  reference  to  others. 

Wead  for  the  plaintiff, — 1.  The  doctrine  that  judgment  shall 
be  arrested  after  verdict  for  the  insufficiency  of  one  of  the  counts 
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in  the  declaration^  when  there  are  others  that  are  good,  has  never      j^"*^ 
been  adopted  in  this  state.  iSe  ' 

It  is  opposed  to  sound  reason  and  ought  not  to  prevail. — Cow.     Haseiton 
R.  276,  Pedke  vs.  Oldham^  per  Lord  Mansfield  Chief  Justice.      Wwe. 
And  the  same  learned  judge,  in  the  case  of  Grant  vs.  Asile^ 
Doug.  R.  730,  pronounced  it  absurd,  and  deeply  laments,  that  so 
inconvenient  and  ill  founded  a  rule  should  ever  have  been  estab- 
lished.    In  the  case  of   Bayard  vs.  Malcolm,  3  John.  R*  5S0, 
the  chancellor  of  the  state  of  New  York,  pronounced  the  doctrine ' 
hicorrect,  and  refuses  to  recognize  it  as  the  law  of  that  state. 

2.  There  is  no  insufficient  count  in  the  declaration  in  the  pres- 
ent case.  To  charge  a  man  directly  and  unequivocally  with  the 
commission  of  an  act,  which  if  true,  would  subject  him  to  indict- 
ment for  a  crime,  or  to  ignominious  punbhmenC,  is  a  sknder  for 
which  action  will  lie  ;  and  the  words  are  actionable  per  m,  without 
any  colloquium  or  innuendo.-^-'b  John.  R*  188,  Brooks  vs.  Cojffin. 
1  Swift's  Dig.  481. 

The  court,  after  verdict,  will  presume  every  thing  proved,  that 
was  necessary  to  support  the  action,  unless  the  contrary  appear 
from  the  icoid.*-l  Salk.  S9.— 1  Wihoa  9&5,Buddvs.  Steward. 
•^1  Chit.  H.  712. — 1  Saund.  R.  227,  note  1,  and  cases  there  ci- 
ted. 

The  last  count  in  the  declaration  is  sufficient. — 8Mass.  R.  122, 
Nye  vs.  Oris.— 1  Chit.  716. 

If  it  were  not,  special  damage  is  set  forth  in  the  declaration,  and 
the  verdict  warrants  us  in  saying,  it  was  proved  on  the  trial. 

Whether  evidence  of  such  damage  was  correctly  or  incorrectly 
admitted  on  the  trial,  is  a  question  not  now  before  the  court. 

Argument  for  the  defendant. — If  one  count  be  bad  judgment 
must  be  arrested.-^2  Saund.  307,  n*  1. 

The  defendant  moves  in  arrest  of  judgment,  because  the  fourth 
count,  being  a  general  count,  alleging  that  the  defendant  charged 
the  plaintiff  with  the  crime  of  perjury y  without  setting  out  the 
words,  is  bad. 

In  actions  for  slander  the  words  must  be  set  out.— Stark,  on 
Slander  266,  270.— 1  Chit.  PI.  381-2.— 8  Cow.  R.  515,  Fox  vs. 
FimArftecfc.— 3  John.  R.  10,  Ward  vs.  aark — 3  M.  b  S.  R. 
110,  CooTe  vs.  Cox. 

In  actions  for  libels,  it  is  not  enough  to  allege  that  the  defendant 
published  a  libel  containing  false  and  scandalous  matters,  in  sub- 
stance as  follows  :— 3  B.  &  A.  503,  Wright  vs.  Cltments.^5t  D. 
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EjMj      &  E.  162.— 6  Taunt-    169—6   N.  H.   R.  289,  Parsons    vs. 
\St      BeUows.—T.   Harden,   366.— 11    Mod.  78,  84,  95*— 2  Salk. 
^^^     660.— 2  Chit.  PI.  304,  n.— Com.  Dig.,  action  defamation  G.  5.— 
w^in.      Vin.  Abr.  title,  Libel  E. 

l*faese  words, ''  vel  consimilia/^  would  be  too  uncertain. — Cro. 
Eliz.  645. 

The  words  themselves  must  be  stated.— 3  M»&  S*  110. — 6 
Taun.  169.— 2  John.  R.;i2.— T.  Harden  305.-2  Chit.  PI.  304. 

When  the  declaration  consists  of  several  counts  and  some  of 
them  contain  words  which  are  actionable,  and  some  of  them  words 
that  are  not  so,  and  no  special  damages  is  laid,  if  the  jury  find  a  ver- 
dict upon  all  the  counts  and  give  entire  damages,  judgment  will  be 
arrested. — ^2  Sauad.307,  a.  n.  1,  and  cases  cited. — 10  Rep.  131. 
c,  Osborn's  case. — 3  Wilson  177,  Onslow  vs.  Home. 

The  manner  of  stating  special  damages. — 1  Saund.343,c.  n.  5. 

The  special  damage  must  be  the  legal  and  natural  consequence 
of  the  words,  otherwise  it  does  not  sustain  the  declaration. — 1 
Saund.  343.  d.  n.  5. 

Such  defects  are  not  cured  by  a  verdict. — 1  Saund.  227,  n.  1. 

A  verdict  will  aid  a  title  imperfectly  set  out,  but  not  an  imper- 
fect title.— 3  Bla.  Com.  393,  n.  4,  and  cases  cited.— 2  Burr.  1 159. 
3  Wilson  275.-4  T,  R.  472. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 
RoYCE,  J. — ^Three  questions  regularly  arise  in  the  discussion  of 
this  case.  1.  Whether  the  last  count  in  the  declaration  is  origin- 
ally good  and  sufficient.  2.  Whether,  if  defective,  the  defects 
are  cured  by  the  verdict.  3.  If  it  is  not  aided  by  the  verdict, 
whether  the  judgment  should  be  wholly  arrested. 

The  mode  of  declaring  in  this  oount  has  some  resemblance  to 
the  ancient  declaration — crimen  ftlonuB  imposuit.  That  was  only 
applicable,  however,  to  a  particular  case.  It  imported  that  the 
defendant  bad  preferred  a  criminal  accusation  against  the  plaintiff 
before  a  magistrate.  And  hence  it  was  always  necessary  in  such 
case,  to  establish  that  fact  in  proof.  For  words  merely  uttered  in  dis^ 
course  such  a  form  of  declaring  was  never  recognized. — Blizard 
vs.  KeUey^  2  B.  &  C.  283,  Coleman  vs.  Goodwin,  there  cited  ia 
note.  It  is  a  rule  laid  down  in  all  the  books,  that  ia  an  action  for 
mere  slander,  the  words  constituting  the  slandrous  charge  must  be 
^  set  forth.  And  to  avoid  inconvenience  from  the  strictness  of  this 
rule,  some  slight  relaxation  is  permitted  in  the  evidence.  This 
need  not  correspond  in  every  minute  particular  with  the  words  as 
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laidy  provided  the  identity  of  the  charge    is  substantially  made      ^J^ 
out.     The  first  question  is  therefore  clearly  against  the  plaintiff.  isse. 


At  first  view  the  next  point  would  appear  more  doubtful.  The 
general  rule  is,  that  a  title  or  cause  of  action  defectively  stated,  Wa««. 
will  be  aided  by  a  verdict,  whilst  a  defective  title  will  not.  Where 
a  matter  is  alleged  without  those  attendant  facts  and  circumstances 
which  properly  belong  to  it,  and  which  are  essential  to  its  validity, 
a  verdict  establishing  that  matter,  and  giving  it  effect,  implies  the 
finding  of  such  attendant  facts  and  circumstances.  It  shall  be  pre- 
sumed in  such  a  case,  that  neither  the  court  would  have  left  it  to 
the  jury  to  find,  nor  that  the  jury  would  have  found,  the  alleged 
fact,  without  proof  of  these  others.  Thus  if  the  issue  is  whether 
A  infeoffed  B,  and  the  jury  find  the  feoffment,  it  shall  be  intended 
that  livery  was  proved.  So  if  b  grant  is  alleged  without  saying 
by  deed,  after  a  finding  the  grant,  it  shall  be  intended  to  have  been 
by  deed,  if  a  deed  was  necessary. — I  Saund.  R.  QS^  in  notes,  and 
by  Buller,  J.,  i  T.  R.  145.  These  illustrations  of  the  rule  are 
doubtless  as  favorable  to  the  plaintiff  as  any  that  the  books  furnish. 
They  do  not,  however,  remove  the  difficulty.  In  each  case  here 
referred  to  the  fact  omitted  was  a  well  known  legal  ingredient  in 
the  main  fact  or  proposition  alleged.  And  if  this  latter  was  true 
in  any  legal  and  operative  sense  the  very  fact  omitted  (and  not 
other  uncertain  facts)  must  also  have  existed.  This  count  alleges 
the  assumed  legal  result  of  facts  which  do  not  appear.  It  amounts 
to  no  more  than  this,  that  the  defendant  said  something  to  the 
plaintiff,  or  of,  and  concerning  him,  which  he  interprets  as  a  charge 
of  perjury.  And  now,  after  verdict,  it  is  to  be  understood  that  ev- 
idence war.  given,  which  the  court  below  considered  had  a  tenden- 
cy to  prove,  and  which  the  jury  deemed  sufficient  to  prove,  that 
such  an  imputation  was  in  fact  made.  But  in  what  the  imputation 
consisted,  and  whether  in  words  legally  admitting  this  injurious  con- 
struction, is  not  to  be  ascertained  from  the  record.  It  follows,  that 
in  deciding  against  the  motion  in  arrest,  we  should  give  judgment 
in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  without  knowing  whether  he  had  a  right  to 
recover.  Since  the  actions  for  oral  and  written  slander  are,  in  most 
•respects,  governed  by  the  same  rules,  the  case  of  WrightYS.  Clem' 
ents  (3  B.  &.  A.  503)  appears  to  be  in  point  to  the  present  pur- 
pose. The  declaration  stated  that  the  defendant  published  a  libel, 
containing  false  and  scandalous  matters  concerning  the  plaintiff,  "tn 
substance  as  follows ;"  and  then  set  out  the  libel  with  innuendoes. 
This  was  held  bad  in  arrest  of  judgment  after  verdict.  And  in  con- 
cluding his  opinion,  Abbot,  Ch.  J.  says,  in  reference  to  the  case 
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before  him — "It  b  of  great  importance  to  follow  the  luieioDt  form 
o(  precedeots ;  for  if  we  depart  from  them  in  one  instance,  one  de- 
viation will  naturally  lead  to  another,  and,  by  degrees,  we  shall  lose 
that  certainty  which  it  is  the  great  object  of  oujr  system  of  law  to 
preserve." 

On  the  whole,  as  all  the  authorities  and  precedents  require  the 
words  io  be  set  out  in  the  declaration,  and  as  no  case  b  produced 
showing  that  thb  defect  is  aided  by  verdict,  we  come  to  the  result, 
that  a  failure  to  set  forth  the  words  is  a  failure  to  state  any  cause 
of  action. 

The  last  question  is  very  easily  disposed  of.  Whilst  upon  de- 
murrer the  plaintiff  will  be  entitled  to  judgment  on  any  good  count 
in  his  declaration,  though  defective  counts  are  included ;  and  whibt 
in  criminal  cases  the  like  rule  is  applicable  also  to  motions  in  ar- 
lest,  yet  in  civil  cases,  if  the  declaration  contains  several  counts, 
and  a  general  verdict  b  returned  for  the  plaintiff,  judgement  will 
be  arrested  in  toto,  ii  any  one  count  is  fatdly  defective.  The  rea* 
son  assigned  is,  that  entire  damages  having  been  assessed  upon  the 
whole  declaration,  they  cannot  be  apportioned  by  the  court  among 
the  different  counts,  nor  referred  to  those  only  which  are  good. 

In  Connecticut,  it  would  seem  that  this  rule  has  not  been  adopt- 
ed.—(1  Sw.  Dig.  644.)  It  b,  however,  the  settled  rule  in  Eng- 
land, in  most  of  the  other  states,  and  even  m  thb  state.  As  such, 
it  b  binding  on  the  court.— 10  Co.  131.— SSaund.  R.  907. — 3 
Wib.  185.— 6  T.  R.  694.— Stark,  on  Slander,  416.— 5  John. 
430.— 8  Mass.  122— 9  do.  196— 15  do.  374.— CAfpmon  vs.  Cook, 
2  Tyler,  465.— Bfow  vs.  Kiitridge,  5  Vt.  R.  88. 

The  effect  of  such  a  motion  may  generally  be  obviated  by  hav- 
ing damages  assessed  on  each  count  separately ;  and  sometimes 
by  correcting  the  verdict  from  the  judge's  notes,  and  having  it  enter- 
ed upon  those  counts  only  to  which  ih^  evidence  applied.  But  no 
such  course  is  now  left,  as  thb  could  only  have  been  done  in  the 
county  court. 

Judgmeqt  affirmed. 
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HoRACt  Hall  &  Co.  vs.  Chafin  K.  Beooks* 


Marehf 

In  an  action  on  the  case  against  a  sheriff  for  neglecting  to  senre  and  return  an         ^^^' 
execution,  the  rule  of  damages  is  the  amount  of  the  execution,  and  the  de« 
fendant  cannot  he  permitted  to  give  in  evidence  the  pecuniary  circumstan- 
ces of  the  debtor  to  reduce  the  damages. 

This  being  an  action  on  the  case  against  the  defendant  as  sher- 
iff of  the  county  of  Essex^  for  neglecting  and  refusing  to  levy, 
serve,  collect  or  return  an  executing,  described  in  plaintiffi  declar- 
ation, which  is  referred  to,  and  judgment  having  been  rendered 
against  the  defendant  by  default,  and  the  assessment  of  damages 
being  to  be  made  by  the  court  by  agreement  of  parties,  the  defen- 
dant offered  evidence  to  show  the  situation  and  circumstances  ol 
the  debtor  in  the  execution  named  in  plaintiffi  declaration,  and  that 
at  the  time  of  the  execution  issuing  and  being  put  into  defendant's 
bands,  asset  forth  in  plaintiffii  declaration,  the  debtor  aforesaid  was, 
and  still  is,  wholly  irresponsible  and  unable  to  pay  said  execution 
or  any  part  of  it,  with  a  view  to  reduce  the  damages  in  this  case. 
This  testimony  was  rejected  by  the  court  on  the  objection  of  plain* 
tiffi  and  judgment  rendered  for  the  full  amount  of  said  execution 
and  cost.     Defendant  excepted.    Exceptions  allowed  and  certified. 

Cushmanand  Wead  for  defendant. — ^The  defendant  contends^ 
that  all  actions  on  the  case  are  for  the  recovery  of  damages.— 1 
Chit.  PI.  152.— 4  Vt.  R.  223,  State  Treasurer  vs.  Weeks. 

What  daifiages are  to  be  recovered?  Is  it  such  as  have  been 
sustained  by  the  party  bringing  the  suit,  or  is  there  something  be- 
yond this,  that  a  defendant  nrrast  eceouot  for? — 1  Saund.  R.  38.-— 
S  Willson  R.  295,  Ravenscroft  vs.  Eyler.—^  Vt.  R.  276,  bham 
vs.  V^ghstm.—A  Vt.  R.  223.-7  John.  R.  192,  Russell  vs. 
Turner. 

Suppose  the  debtor  in  the  execution  had  been  committed  to 
jail ;  what  would  the  plaintifis  have  gained  if  he  was  absolutely 
poor? 

It  is  not  alleged  that  Cheney,  (the  debtor,)  had  property  on 
which  the  execution  might  have  been  levied. 

The  legitimate  object  of  imprisonment  in  civil  cases,  is  to  obtain 
payment  of  the  debt,  and  when  the  debtor  has  no  property,  im- 
prisonment becomes  a  punishment. — 1  Vt.  Rep.  423,  Town  of 
MiddUkury  vs.  Height . 

The  sheriff  cannot  be  punished  in  this  action  for  h'ls  neglect. 
The  Stat.  p.  203,  sec.  10,  points  out  the  course  to  be  pursued  for 
that  purpose. 
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^«^»  The  statute  also,  (same  section,)  provides,  that  all  damages  sus- 

183$. '      taiDed  by  a  party,  in  consequence  of  the  neglect  or  refusal   of  an 
^"*.^**'    officer  to  serve  proce^,  may  be  recovered. 
Brook*.         At  common  law,  a  plaintiff  in  an  action  on  the  case,  can  re- 
cover no^more  damage  than  be  has  sustained. 

What  would  have  been  the  liability  of  a  sheriff  for  refusing  to 
execute  a  mesne  process. — 1  John.  R.  223,  Potter  vs.  Laming. 
—2  Tyler  402. 

The  debtor  in  the  execution  is  still  within  reach  of  process,  and 
the  plaintifis  may  have  a  new  writ  against  him. 

The  statute  provides,  that  in  any  action  for  the  escape  of  a  pris- 
oner, the  sheriff  may  give  in  evidence  the  poverty  and  circumstan' 
ees  of  the  prisoner  in  mitigation  of  damages. — Stat.  p.  218,  sect.  4. 
It  is  difficult  to  understand  bow  a  creditor  can  be  injured  to  a 
greater  extent  by  the  refusal  of  an  officer  to  serve  a  process,  than 
by  permitting  him  to  escape  after  he  has  been  arrested. 

J.  Mattocks  and  Hey  wood  for  plaintiffs. — ^The  only  question 
in  this  case  is  whether  the  evidence  offered  us,  as  to  the  poverty  of 
the  debtor  in  the  execution,  described  in  the  declaration,  was  prop- 
erty excluded  by  the  court  ? 

The  object  of  imprisonment  for  debt,  is  to  force  the  debtor  to 
apply  his  secret  funds  in  payment  of  the  debt  upon  which  be  is 
committed.  And  if  it  is  to  be  settled  that  officers  having  execu- 
tions are  permitted  to  neglect  their  duty  and  then,  to  avoid  respon- 
sibility, may  give  the  poverty  of  the  debtor  in  evidence,  the  object 
of  the  law  must  be  defeated,  because  the  evidence  given  of  the  debt- 
or's poverty  will  be  as  to  bis  apparent  circumstances,  and  he  may 
have  cash  in  his  pocket  and  debts  due  of  which  the  creditor  can  get 
no  proof. 

It  is  impossible  for  a  jury  to  assess  the  amount  of  damages  in 
this  case,  so  as  to  be  reasonably  certain  that  they  do  no  injustice  to 
the  plaintiffs,  short  of  giving  a  verdict  for  the  damages  and  ^costs 
in  theexecutiou. 

In  this  case  there  was  a  gross  neglect  of  duty  which  the  law 
will  not  protect.  There  was  no  step  taken  by  the  officer  towards 
performing  his  duty. 

The  cases  where  the  poverty  of  the  debtor  has  been  permitted 
to  be  given  in  evidence  to  mitigate  damages,  are  only  in  cases  of 
escape.     But  here  was  no  escape,  but  a  neglect  to  arrest. 

This  was  decided  by  the  supreme  court,  at  Danville,  March 
Term  1832,  in  the  case  BucJcminster  vs.  Fuller ^  not  reported. 
The  declaration  in  that  case  was  the  same  as  the  first  count  in  tliis 
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case.     In  that  case  the  county  court  excluded  evidence  of  the      ^^ 

poverty  of  the  debtor,  and  the  supreme  court  confirmed  the  de- i8?6. ' 

cision,  as  I  have  copies  of  the  case  to  show.  It  is  true  that  that  ^>^"^^  cr- 
ease was  not  of  the  magnitude  of  this,  but  the  defendant  thought  it  Brooke 
of  sufficient  importance  to  carry  to  the  supreme  court  to  get  his 
legal  rights,  and  there  is  no  doubt  that  the  court  duly  considered 
the  case  according  to  the  law  that  must  govern  all  similar  cases. 
This  action  was  brought  on  the  authority  of  that  case,  and  why 
should  that  case  be  overruled,  when  in  an  action  of  debt  the  whole 
amount  of  the  execution  can  be  recovered  ? 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

Redfibld,  J.— In  thb  action,  the  county  court  gave  judgment 
for  the  whole  amount  of  debt  and  cost  in  the  original  execution, 
notwithstanding  the  defendant  offered  evidence  to  show  that  the 
debtor  was,  at  the  time  of  the  neglect,  wholly  unable  to  respond 
the  amount,  or  any  part  of  it.  If  the  testimony  was  relevant,  then 
the  judgment  is  erroneous. 

At  common  law,  no  such  action,  as  the  present,  could  be  sustain- 
ed against  an  officer,  the  only  remedy  being  the  process  of  the 
rule  of  court  and  amercement  for  contempt.  But  the  action 
is  expressly  recognized  by  our  statute,  but  nothing  is  there  to  be 
found  in  relation  to  the  rule  of  damages.  But  the  defendant  claims 
the  right  of  giving  the  evidence  ofiered,  and  thus  reducing  the 
damages  below  the  amount  of  the  execution,  as  a  universal  com- 
nioQ  law  right,  in  reference  to  all  actions  of  this  character.  In  ac- 
tions for  escape  on  mesne  process,  and  for  refusal  to  serve  mesne 
process^  as  the  debt  cannot  be  transferred  to  the  officer,  by  the 
judgment,  the  rule  of  damages  claimed  by  defendant  in  this  case 
has  been  adopted.  But  where  an  officer  has  final  process  put  into 
bis  hands,  which  he  refuses  or  neglects  to  receive,  it  has  always 
been  held,  that  he  thereby  made  the  debt  his  own,  and  was  liable 
in  damages  to  the  full  amount  of  the  debt. 

The  question  is  not  new.  It  was  so  held  by  the  court  in  the 
case  of  Turner  vs.  Lotory,  2  Aik.  72,  when  judgment  was  ren- 
dered for  plaintiff  to  recover  thefiiU  amount  of  this  execution. 

In  the  case  of  Buckminster  vs.  Fuller,  decided  in  Caledonia 
county,  March  Term  1832,  the  point  now  in  judgment,  was  fully 
considered  and  decided,  as  we  now  hold. 

There*b  a  case  within  the  recollection  of  some  members  of  the 
court,  decided  in  Franklin  county,  in  which  it  was  held,  that  the 
sheriff  was  Jiable  in  an  action  for  escape  from  the  liberties^  of  the 
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jail  for  the  full  amount  of  the  debt  and  could  not  give  in  evideoca 
either  the  poverty  of  the  debtor  or  the  solvency  of  the  bondsman 
at  the  time  of  executing  the  same,  they  having  subsequently  be- 
come wholly  insolvent.  These  decisions  and  the  long  and  uniform 
practice  in  aH  our  courts  of  allowing  full  damage,  we  think,  give  to 
the  rule  the  force  of  law.  That  the  case  is,  in  some  respects,  sim- 
ilar to  that  of  an  action  for  escape  on  mesne  process  is  not  to  be 
denied.  But  that  is  not  the  same  case.  If  the  debtor  has  once 
been  in  custody,  the  object  of  imprisonment  has  been  in  soma 
measure  answered.  Imprisonment  for  debt  is  only  intended  to  op- 
erate to  induce  a  surrender  of  the  debtor's  property.  If  it  fvb  in 
produchig  that  eflect,  in  the  first  instance,  it  will  usually  always  fail. 
But  the  case  is  quite  different,  when  the  officer  chooses  to  take  the 
law  into  his  own  hands  and  peremptorily  refuses,  or  what  is  the 
same,  wholly  neglects  to  serve  the  process  of  the  court,  to  which 
he  b  bound,  and  which  the  creditor  has  a  perfect  right  to  insist  up- 
on, we  cannot  feel  that  in  this  view  the  rule  of  law  here  recognized 
is  a  hard  one.  A  contrary  rule  would  certainly  be  very  much  at 
variance  With  sound  policy,  in  as  much  as  it  must  lead  directly  to 
encourage  in  officers,  neglect  of  duty  and  tampering  with  debtors 
and  their  friends,  whichj^is  not  withm  the  legitimate  scope  of  their 
duties.  Judgment  is  affirmed. 


Digitized  by  VjOOQ IC 


OF  THE  STATE  OF  VERMONT.  489 

State  of  Vermont  vs.  The  President,  Directors  and  Com-      Emm, 
PANY  of  the  Essex  Bank.  i^^ 

The  withdrawing  of  bank  stock  undof  tlie  form  of  loans  upon  private  security, 
if  permitted  with  intent  to  reduce  the  eifectiire  capital  below  the  amount  re- 
quired by  charter,  is  a  violation  of  the  charter. 

But  on  proceedings  had  hy  information  for  the  purpose  of  vacating  the  charter, 
it  is  not  a  matter  of  course  that  for  this  cause  it  will  be  declared  vacated. 
The  power  of  the  court  is  to  be  exercised  in  discretion ;  and  if  no  existing 
danger  to  the  community  requires  it  to  be  exercised,  the  court  will  decline 
to  exercise  it. 

In  this  case  several  objections  of  a  fonnal  nature  were  presented, 
and  passed  upon  by  the  court.  But  as  the  'points  decided  can 
very  rarely  have  any  application  to  other  proceedings,  they  are 
not  deemed  of  sufficient  importance  to  be  reported.  A  trial  was 
then  had  before, the  court  upon  the  merits  :  and  after  argument, 

The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 
RoTCE,  J. — This  is  an  information  preferred  under  the  19th 
section  of  the  '^  act,  to  incorporate  the  President,  Directors,  and 
Company  of  the  Essex  Bank,"  for  the  purpose  of  vacating  the 
charter  of  incorporation.  The  charges  on  which  the  prosecutor 
relies  are  the  following  : 

1.  That  the  whole  amount  of  stock  was  not  subscribed  before 
the  bank  commenced  operations.  The  papers  exhibited  in  evi- 
dence furnish  an  apparent  answer  to  this  charge,  which  is  not  so 
framed  as  to  justify  an  impeachment  of  the  papers,  on  the  ground 
of  any  secret  trusts  among  Jthe  subscribejrs« 

2.  That  five  dollars  on  each  share  subscribed,  was  not  deposi- 
ted with  the  commissions  in  gold  or  silver  coip^i  at  the  time  of  sub- 
scribing, nor  fidy  per  cent  on  the  whole  capital  stock  deposited 
with  said  commissioners  in  specie^  before  operations  were  com- 
menced at  the  bank.  As  to  the  deposit  of  five  dollars  on  a  share 
the  evidence  is  not  decisive  either  way.  The  fact  is  left  in  uncer- 
tainty. And  upon  the  other  branch  of  this  charge  two  questions 
a?ise : — 1 ,  when  the  bank  should  be  said  to  commence  operations, 
with  reference  to  this  part  of  the  act ;  and,  2,  whether  specie  was 
required  in  the  first  instance,  to  complete  the  deposit  of  fifty  per 
centum  of  the  capital  stock. 

It  is  evident  that  the  time  of  conmiencing  operations,  which  is 
spoken  of  in  the  proviso  to  the  4th  section,  is  not  the  time  when 
the  directors  were  to  commence  their  official  duties.  This  ap- 
pears from  the  latter  part  of  the  3d  section,  which  directs  that 
within  ten  days  after  the  directors  shall  enter  upon  the  duties  of 
their  office,  the  commissioners  shall  deliver  to  them  all  the  funds 
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deposited  by  subscribers^  with  a  list  of  the  subscribers,  spectfyiBg 
the  number  of  shares  to  which  each  is  entitled.  Previous  to  this 
the  directors  could  be  in  no  condition  to  enter  upon  business  trans* 
actions.  The  time  here  contemplated^  b  therefore,  the  time  at 
which  the  banks  should  begin  to  make  loans,  and  incur  liabilities 
by  issuing  their  notes.  According  to  all  the  evidence  ihey  com- 
menced doing  this  on  the  6th  day  of  May  A.  D.  1833.  The  de- 
posits on  which  the  respondents  rely,  as  having  made  up  the  fifty 
per  centum  required,  were  made  on  and  before  the  15th  day  of 
April  A.  D.  1833.  And  the  evidence  as  to  their  amount,  is  satis- 
factory, provided  they  were  made  in  such  funds  as  the  act  required. 
They  consisted,  for  the  most  part,  in  current  bank  bills,  and  certifi^ 
cates  of  deposit,  issued  by  some  of  the  neighboring  banks,  and 
made  subject  to  the  order  and  control  of  these  directors. 

That  part  of  the  act  which  requires  this  deposit  of  one  half  of 
the  entire  stock,  is  not  explicit  as  to  the  description  of  funds  to  be 
deposited.  The  words  are — "Provided,  That  no  operations 
shall  foe  commenced  at  said  Bank,  until  the  number  of  one  thou- 
sand shares  be  subscribed,  and  fifty  per  centum  of  the  capital  stock 
be  deposited  with  said  commissioners."  The  prosecutor  relies  on 
tlie  8th  section,  which  regulates  the  authority  of  the  directors  to 
contract  debts,  by  the  amount  of  specie — deposits  on  hand,  and 
the  amount  of  capital  stock  paid  in  specie  into  the  bank,  as  fur- 
nishing an  inference  that  these  deposits  on  subscriptions  were  re- 
quired to  be  made  wholly  in  specie.  But  the  inference  is  not  a 
necessary  one,  nor  has  it  been  the  practical  construction  in  like  ca-r 
ses.  It  has  been  ttroal  to  accept  for  these  purposes,  and  even  to 
treat  as  specie,  those  available  cash  funds  for  which  specie  might 
readily  be  obtained.  We  think,  therefore,  that  the  second  charge 
has  not  been  supported. 

3.  Thai  a  large  portion  of  the  stock  paid  in  was  withdrawn 
from  the  bank  before  it  commenced  business.  The  fact  has  been 
fully  established,  that  before  the  commencement  of  ordinaiy  bu- 
siness transactions,  or  immediately  upon  that  event,  the  stock  paid 
in  was  mostly  returned  to  the  several  owners,  in  the  form  of  loans 
upon  private  security.  By  this  means  the  amount  of  stock  in  ac* 
tual  possession,  as  the  basis  of  corporate  responsibilities,  was  redu- 
ced from  the  sum  of  twenty  thousand  dollars,  required  by  the  act, 
to  about  three  thousand.  Upon  this  reduced  capital  tlie  respon^ 
dents  proceeded  to  do  business,  regulating  the  amount  of  business 
with  reference  to  the  amount  of  stock  retained.  This  was  little 
less,  in  effect,  than  changing  the  bank  granted,  of  at  least  Iwenty 
thousand  dollars  effective  capital,  to  one  possessing  a  capital  of  but 
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three  or  four  thousand  dollars^  with  capabilities  restricted  in  pro-      Essbz, 
portion.    Now  it  was  the  prerogative  of  the  legislature  not  mere-        i^' 


ly  to  create  this  institution,  but  to  determine  the  means   it  should       state 

VM. 

possess.  It  was  chartered  with  a  limitation  of  capital  at  forty  EnoxBank. 
thousand  dollars,  twenty  thousand  of  which  were  required  to  be  re- 
alized as  an  indispensable  qualification  for  commencing  business. — 
This  limitation  and  this  requirement  constitute  the  grand  character- 
isticks  of  the  charter.  They  were  such  as  the  public  interest  and 
convenience  were  supposed  to  require.  It  is  not  to  be  assumed, 
that  in  expectation  of  a  greater  or  less  ability  (o  furnish  bank  ac- 
commodttions,  the  c^harter  would  ever  have  been  granted.  The 
course  on  which  the  respondents  entered  was  therefore  an  obvious 
deviation  from  that  contemplated  by  the  act  of  incorporation.  And 
this  grotmd  alone  furnishes  a  sufficient  probable  cause  for  institu- 
ting thb  prosecution.  It  was  highly  proper  that  such  an  apparent 
perversion  of  the  act  should  undergo  a  public  investigation. 

4.  That  in  contracting  debts  the  bank  has  greatly  exceeded  its 
proper  limits,  as  prescribed  by  tbe  dth  section  of  the  act.  Suf- 
fice it  to  say  on  this  part  of  the  case,  that  although  the  evidence 
has  not  proved  the  abuses  complained  of,  it  is  calculated  to 
excite  those  suspicions  which  might  reasonably  have  influenced  the 
prosecutor. 

The  power  of  the  court  in  this  case  is  shnply  to  declare  the 
charter  vacated,  This  power  is  to  be  exercised  in  discretion. — 
And  we  think  that  on  the  present  occasion  it  ought  not  to  be  ex- 
ercised. It  is  by  no  means  certain  that  the  respondents  intended 
a  fraudulent  violation  of  the  act,  since  they  appear  to  have  con- 
templated a  gradual  return  of  the  loaned  stock,  and  a  considera- 
ble portion  of  it  would  seem  to  have  been  already  returned.  The 
business  concerns  of  the  bank  appear  to  have  been  managed 
with  skill  and  ability,  and  no  existing  danger  to  the  coramonily 
seems  to  require  the  destruction  of  the  institution.  Another  con- 
sideration of  much  weight  arises  from  the  character  of  this  pro- 
ceeding. It  is  not  one  in  which  the  court  can  act  as  a  court  of 
chancery,  and  bring  the  affiiirs  of  tbe  institution  to  a  gradual  close, 
consulting  the  safety  of  creditors  and  all  others  concerned.  If  we 
act  at  all,  it  roust  be  in  a  summary  and  final  manner.  A  more  just 
and  beneficial  remedy  niav  besought  under  the  general  law  of  A. 
D.  1831,  if  the  case  shall  hereafter  he  found  to  require  it. 
Judgment  that  the  charter  be  not  vacated. 

Fletcher  prosecutor  for  the  state. 

J.  Mattocks  and  Bell  for  the  respondents. 
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Emee,  Azarias  Williams  vs.  Samvel  Goddard.  , 

Mareh^ 
^^^'  A  town  charter  resorved  "  lands  to  the  amount  of  one  right  to  be  and  remain 
for  the  purpose  of  settlement  of  a  minister  and  ministdri  of  the  gospel  in 
said  town  forever.*'  And  directed  that  this  right,  and  those  reserved  for  the 
support  of  schools,  and  of  social  worship* — "  together  with  their  inprove* 
ments,  rights,  rents,  profits,  does  and  interests,  sbal!  remain  unalionably  ap- 
propriated to  the  uses  and  purposes  for  which  they  are  respectively  assign, 
cd,  and  be  under  the  charge,  direction,  and  disposal  of  the  inhabitants  of 
said  township  forever.**  Held^  that  said  right  did  not  vest  absolutely  in  the 
minister  first  settled  in  said  town ;  and  thoreCbre,  that  he  could  not  co  nvey 
it  in  fee  to  a  third  person. 

This  was  an  action  of  covenant.  The  declaration  couDted  on 
the  covenant  of  seisin,  and  the  covenant  against  incumbrances, 
contained  in  the  defendant's  deed  to  the  platntiflT  of  a  tract  of  knd 
in  Concord.  Plea,  that  the  defendant  was  well  seized  according 
to  the  terms  of  his  covenent,  and  that  the  premises  were  free  from 
incumbrance.     The  plea  was  traversed  and  issue  joined. 

It  appeared,  at  the  trial,  that  the  land  described  in  the  defend- 
ant's deed  to  the  plaintiff,  was  part  of  the  ministerial  right  in  Con- 
cord, of  which  the  defendant,  at  the  time  of  executing  said  deed, 
claimed  to  be  the  absolute  owner,  as  the  6r8t  settled  minister  in 
said  town.  The  evidence  showed  that  previous  to  the  ezecuiioR 
of  said  deed,  the  defendant  was  ordained  and  permanently  settled, 
as  pastor  of  the  Congregational  Church  in  Concord,  being  the 
first  minister  ever  settled  there.  It  also  appeared  that  the  town, 
by  their  corporate  votes,  and  through  the  agency  of  a  committee 
appointed  for  that  purpose,  co-operated  with  the  church  in  settling 
the  defendant,  and  voted  that  he  should  have  the  right  of  land 
aforesaid,  subject  to  a  condition  mutually  understood  and  assented 
to,  that  he  should  re-convey  a  portion  of  it  in  a  certain  event.  At 
the  time  of  executing  said  deed,  and  long  after,  the  defendant  con- 
tinued to  discharge  the  duties  of  a  minister  under  said  settlement. 

The  charter  of  Concord  has  a  reservation  of  the  usual  number 
of  public  rights,  and  in  reference  to  the  right  in  question  is  word- 
ed as  follows  ; — "  Lands  to  the  amount  of  one  right  to  be  and 
remain  for  the  purpose  of  settlement  of  a  minister  and  minis- 
ters of  the  gospel  in  said  town  forever."  And  it  is  declared  that 
this  right,  as  likewise  the  right  for  common  schools,  and  for  the 
social  worship  of  God,  "  together  with  t]jeir  improvements,  rights, 
rents,  profits,  dues  and  interests,  shall  remain  |unalienably  appro- 
priated to  the  uses  and  purposes  for  which  they  are  respectively 
assigned,  and  be  under  the  charge,  direction,  and  disposal  of  the 
inhabitants  of  said  township  forever." 
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The  county  court  instructed  the  jury,  that  upon  these  facts  the  ^^' 

defendant  had  not  supported  the  issue  on  his  part,   and  that  the  i83g. ' 

plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover.     A  virdict  and  judgment  thereup-  wimanw 

on  passed  for  the  plaintiff,  and  the  cause  came  into  this  court  on  Goddard, 
exceptions  taken  by  the  defendant. 

W*  Sf  J.  Mattocks  for  dejendant. — It  is  presumed  there  will  be 
no  dispute  that  the  evidence  proves  the  defendant  the  first  settled 
minister  in  Concord. 

The  plaintiff  declares  that  defendant  sold  to  hira  the  right  "grant- 
ed and  reserved  to  the  first  settled  minister.^^ — The  evidence 
proves  the  defendant  such. 

How  then  can  the  plaintiff  be  permitted,  contrary  to  his  own 
averment,  to  say  that  the  defendant  took  no  title ;  or  to  raise  a 
question  as  to  what  title  the  defendant  took  7 

The  defendant  took  an  ostensible  title,  and  conveyed  it  to  the 
plaintiff.  No  person,  or  set  of  men,  can  call  in  question  the  plain- 
tiff's title,  except  the  town  of  Concord :  they  settled  him,  and  vo- 
ted him  the  right. 

Towns  are  not  bound  to  act  by  common  seal :  they  can  act  by 
vote.— 4^A  School  District  of  Rumford  ws.  Wood,  13  Mass.  199. 
— Fonblanque,  243,  note.— 1  Salk.  192. 

The  town  is  estopped  from  saying  they  bad  and  conveyed  no 
title. — Stevens  vs.  Stevens,  16  John.  R.  115 — 2  Jacob's  L.  Die. 
439,  441—5  Dana,  381-2—4  Bacon,  107,  &c.— 14  Mass.  R. 
24J_2  Tyler's  R.  420,  Brown  et  al.  vs.  Graham. 

Again  :  If  the  charter  gives  the  right  to  the  first  settled  minis- 
ter, he  takes  it  by  a  due  settlement,  without  any  express  vote  of 
the  town. 

We  contend  that  the  first  clause  is  virtually  a  grant  to  the  first 
settled  minister.  At  the  date  of  the  charter,  (1781,)  there  were 
no  statutes  on  the  subject.  The  word  settlement  and  the  whole 
is  to  be  construed  aqcording  to  the  then  state  of  society  and  object 
in  view.  The  New  England  custom  to  settle  ministers  by  towns, 
and  for  life,  is  well  known.  The  object  and  intent  were  to  give 
the  land  to  encourage  and  help  support  a  minister  when  the  people 
were  few  and  poor,  to  make  a  farm,  or  exchange  for  one.  In  most 
cases,  the  land  was  in  a  state  of  nature,  and  of  trifling  value.  It 
would  have  been  mockery  to  offer  a  minister  the  use  of  a  wild  lot 
during  his  stay,  as  an  inducement  to  settle.  Here  is  one  right  for 
use  of  a  college — one  for  use  of  county  grammar  school,  to  be  un- 
der the  control  and  disposal  of  the  legislature — one  for  support  of 
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Emiz,      social  worship,  &c.--ooe  for  support  of  English  schools-^-one  for 
1886.*      settlement  of  minbter,  fcc. 
wiiiiaraa         From  the  very  terms  and  language,  the  four  first  are  to  raise 
Goddard.     permanent  funds  or  assistance  to  support  iTutUutions  or  objects. 

The  last  to  support  a  man  or  more  by  designation,  in  a  particu- 
lar situation  and  temporary. 

On  the  plaintiff's  narrow  construction,  that  the  toWn  or  minis- 
ter could  only  take  or  control  the  rents  and  profits,  in  many  cases, 
the  right  would  be  worth  nothing  to  them  or  him.  Suppose  it  worth 
nothing  for  agriculture,  but  valuable  for  timber,  with  privileges  or 
minerals,  they  or  he  could  not  sell  or  convey  the  fee ;  and  it  would 
be  worth  nothing  to  either. 

The  clause,  "  together  with  their  improvements,'*^  &c.  was  intro- 
duced to  apply  to  gospel  and  EngFish  school  rights,  but  not  Co  this 
right,  unless  the  town  think  proper  to  rent  it. 

Take  another  view :  This  case  is  unlike  any  known  action  of 
the  kind.  In  common  actions  of  this  description,  if  defendant  does 
not  show  title  in  himself^  the  law  presumes  it  in  some  person  un- 
known. 

As  this  right  could  never  be  forfeited  for  taxes,  and  no  one  could 
dispose  of  it  but  the  town,  or  this  defendant,  here  can  be  no  such 
presumption. 

We  show  a  prima  fade  title :  if  there  is  a  better,  the  plaintiff 
-    must  show  it. 

If  the  town  is  not  strictly  estopped,  after  their  acquiescence  of 
23  years,  a  court  of  equity  would  enjoin  them  against  any  suit  to* 
recover. 

And  this  court  wiD  be  justified  in  deciding  on  this  principle. 

The  ordinary  reason  for  a  recovery,  to  wit,  the  danger  of  being 
ousted  by  a  better  title,  does  not  apply. 

Let  the  plaintiff  recover,  he  gets  his  money,  and  to  a  mond  cer- 
tainty, forever  keeps  the  land. 

Contemporaries  are  better  expositors  of  their  instruments  thaa 
after  generations. 

Arguments  from  the  general  understanding  of  all  concerned,  and 
all  community  for  more  than  half  a  century,  and  practice  in  per- 
haps  more  tlian  fifty  like  cases,  are  unanswerable,  and  equal  in  rea- 
son to  judicial  decisions,  at  this  late  period.  But  we  have  one  de- 
cision in  point  as  to  this  right,  and  more  against  us. — It  is  this  same, 
fVtUiams  vs.  Barker  and  Hardy,  Essex  County  September  Term, 
1821. 

Does  he  come  here  to  defeat  his  own  title,  thus  established  ? 
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It  is  presumed  that  decision  was  founded  more  on  the  practical      ^*^ 
construction  of  community,  than  a  strict  techical  construction  of  the       isss, 
charter.  wiiuam. 

In  all  such  strong  cases,  courts  have  waived  strict  law^  to  pre-     Qoddwd. 
^ent  gross  injustice,  and  to  avoid  disturbing  great  interests  or  con- 
cerns. 

Witness  the  great  landed  estate  acquired  under  an  illegal  ven- 
due of  1797,  which  the  supreme  court  supported  ;  to  wit,  Ives' 
vefldue.— 4  N.  H.  R.  20—2  do.  510. 

Hibhard  <Jr  Fletcher  for  plaintiff. — ^The  only  question  submit- 
ted arises  upon  the  construction  of  that  clause  of  the  charter  of 
.Concord,  reserving  a  portion  of  the  lands  therein  granted  for  pious 
and  charitable  uses,  creating  the  trust,  and  directing  its  use.  If 
the  select  men  of  Concord,  the  church,  and  town,  could  pass  an 
interest  in  fee,  and  vest  it  in  the  defendant,  the  charge  is  errone- 
ous. But  if  no  fee  passed  and  existed  by  defendant's  deed,  the 
judgment  will  be  affirmed. 

The  lands  in  question  are,  and  ever  have  been,  wild,  unoccupi- 
ed and  uncultivated.  No  actual  possession  was  ever  taken  by 
the  defendant,  or  by  any  person  under  him,  under  defendant's 
claim  of  title.  The  sebin,  if  any,  was  a  seisin  in  law,  and  the 
question  resolves  itself  into  a  seisin  in  fee  of  fee  simple,  with  law- 
ful right  to  sell  and  convey,  according  to  the  words  of  the  cove- 
nant in  the  deed.  This  depends  upon  the  interest  the  inhabitants 
of  the  town  had  in  the  land,  and  the  right  they  and  the  church  at 
Concord  had  to  pass  this  interest  to  the  defendant. 

What  interest  had  the  inhabitants  of  Concord  in  the  lands  in 
question  ?  Was  it  an  interest  in  fee  simple,  and  had  they  lawful  au- 
thority to  sell  and  convey  the  same,  in  manner  and  form  as  set 
forth  by  the  bill  of  exceptions  ?  This  depends  upon  the  construction 
of  the  charter  of  the  town.  If  that  grant  gives  to  the  inhabitants 
of  the  town  an  estate  in  fee  simple,  and  the  inhabitants  were  ves- 
ted with  the  power  to  pass  so  high  an  estate,  and  have  passed  such 
an  estate  to  the  defendant,  the  covenant  of  the  defendant's  deed  de- 
clared upon  is  not  broken.  But  if  a  less  estate  than  an  estate  of 
fee  simple  is  granted  by  charter  to  the  inhabitants  of  the  town,  if 
the  power  to  sell  and  convey  be  circumscribed  and  controlled,  and 
if  a  less  estate  is  vested  in  the  defendant  by  the  doings  of  the  in- 
habitanu  and  the  church,  no  estate  in  fee  simple  could  vest  in  the 
plaintiff  by  defendant's  deed,  and  the  covenant  of  seisin  was  bro- 
ken as  soon  as  made. 
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Emx,  Lord  Coke  says,  that  a  teaant  in  fee  simple  is  he  who  bath  lands 

1886.'      and  tenemeotfl  to  hold  to  him  and  his  heirs  forever.     That  a  ftt 

wuibms      jg  ^^  estate  of  inheritance,   and  nmpU  is  lawful  and  pure.     That 

Ooddw4.     the  taroi  Aetrs  creates  the  inheritance.     That  it  b  simply  without 

re6traiDt. — That  it  excludes  both  conditions  and   limitations. — 1 

Coke  sec.  1,  and  n.  4. 

Cfaaoeellor  Kent  says,  that  a  fee  simple  is  a  pure  inheritance, 
clear  of  any  qualification  or  condiiion.*-4  Kent's  Com.  5. 

Towns  are  quasi  corporations,  aggregate  or  politique,  for  certain 
purposes.  As  such  they  ma]^  purchase  and  hold  lands.  A  grant 
of  lands  to  the  inhabitants  of  a  county  (of  course  to  the  inhabitants 
of  a  town)  creates  them  a  corporation  for  that  single  intent.  Cor- 
porations may  be  made  trustees  for  charitable  purposes,  not 
inconsistent  with  their  institution.  They  are  competent  to  per- 
form the  duties  of  sucli  trust,  and  are  safe  depositories  there<tf!.-«- 
2  Kent's  Com.  224-5-6. 

Courts  of  Chancery  have  sole  jurisdiction  of  trusts,  unless  taken 
away  by  charter.  The  trust  cannot  be  disposed  of  without  the 
chancellor's  order.  If  the  powers  of  the  trustees  be  restricted  by 
charter  they  cannot  be  enlarged  by  the  chancellor's  order. — ^2 
Kent's  Com.  227-8-30-31.     The  charter,  after  enumerating  the 

other  grants,  declares, which,  together  with  the  five  following 

rights  reserved  to  the  several  uses  in  the  manner  following,  include 
the  whole  of  said  township,  to  wit : 

1.  One  right  for  the  use  of  a  seminary  or  college. 

2.  One  right  for  the  use  of  a  county  grammar  school  in  said 
state. 

3.  Landu  to  (he  amount  of  one  right  to  be  and  remain^for  the 
purpose  of  settlement  of  a  minister  and  ministers  of  the  gospel  in 
said  toum  forever. 

4.  Lands  to  the  amount  of  one  right  for  the  support  of  the  so- 
cial worship  of  God  in  that  township. 

5.  And  lands  to  the  amount  of  one  right  for  the  support  of  an 
English  school  or  schools  in  said  township. 

Which  said  two  rights  for  the  use  of  a  seminary  or  cdlege,  and 
for  the  use  of  a  county  grammar  school  or  schools,  and  the  improve- 
ments, rents,  interests,  and  profits  arising  therefrom,  shall  be  under 
the  control,  order,  direction,  and  disposal  ot  the  General  Assembly 
of  said  state  forever. 

Which  said  lands  amounting  to  the  three  rights  last  mentioned^ 
when  located^  shall,  together  mth  the  improvements,  rights,  reuiSj 
profits,  dues  and  interests,  remain  unaKenaUy  appropriated  to  the 
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fuet  and  purposes  for  which  thty  are  rtspectivtly  assigned^  and  be      ^^f^ 
under  the  charge,  direction  and  disposal  of  the  inhaldtants  of  said       isae. 
township  forever.  J  W^JJ"» 

The  charter  here  raises  the  fund — appoints  the  trust,  and  desig-  o«ddvd. 
nates  the  uses.  Two  of  the  public  lots,  the  college  right  and  the 
grammar  school  right,  are  under  the  control,  order,  direction  and 
disposal  of  the  General  Assembly  of  this  state  forever.  The  oth- 
er three  rights  are  for  the  settlement  of  a  minister  or  minbters  of 
the  gospel-— one  for  the  support  of  the  social  worship  of  God,  and 
one  for  the  support  of  an  English  school,  together  with  their  im- 
provements, rights,  rents,  pro6ts,  dues  and  interests,  shall  remain 
unalienably  appropriated  to  the  uses  and  purposes  for  which  they 
were  assigned,  and  shall  be  under  the  direction,  and  disposal  of  the 
inhabitants  of  said  township  forever. 

The  object  of  this  grant  is  not  left  to  intendment,  inference,  or 
construction.  The  language  is  too  plain  to  be  misunderstood.  It 
is  positive,  directory  and  prohibitory,  excluding  all  argument.  It 
directly  raises  the  trust — directs  its  use,  and  prohibits  its  direction 
to  any  other  purpose. 

The  language  of  the  charter  is,  for  the  settlement  of  a  minister 
and  ministers,  in  the  singular  and  plural  both.  The  very  language 
creating  a  succession  and  continuation,  and  perpetuating  the  use. — 
If  it  were  for  the  settlement  of  a  minister,  it  might  admii  possibly 
of  a  different  construction,  founded  upon  the  rule  that  when  the 
end  for  which  the  trust  was  raised  was  attained,  ttie  trust  ceased.— 
But  even  then  the  funds  would  lapse  and  revert  to  the  donor.  But 
here  it  is  plain  that  upon  the  settlement  of  a  minbter,  the  trust  is 
not  accomplished — is  not  ended ;  for  the  term  '  and  ministers^  con- 
tinues it,  and  that  connected  with  the  term  \and  thai  forever^  puts 
it  beyond  doubt. 

But  not  only  the  right  of  land,  but  the  improvements,  rights, 
rents,  profits,  dues,  and  interests  are  a  portion  of  the  trust-fund  in 
contemplation.  This  is  not  the  language  of  a  grant  in  fee.  Thb 
would  be  to  the  inhabitants  of  said  township,  their  successors  and 
assigns  forever.  It  is  most  obvious  if  these  lands  can  be  alienated, 
the  trust  is  entirely  defeated.  But  upon  thb  point,  ^the  charter  is 
explicit. 

The  land,  and  all  its  accidents,  should  remain  for^the  purpose  of 
settlement  of  a  minister  and  minbters  of  the  gospel  forever. 

These  purposes  are  charitable,  and  for  these  purposes  the  inhab- 
itants of  the  town  may  be  made  trastees;  for  it  is  not  inconsistent 

63 


Digitized  by  VjOOQ IC 


406  CASES  IN  THE  SUPREME  COURT 

£•"«•      whh  their  institutions  as  a  body  politic  or  corporate.  Tliej  are  com* 

kSST*      patent  to  disciiarge  this  trust,  and  may  be  safe  deposits  thereor. 

WiHiamt         The  inhabitants  •may  lawfully  appropriate  the  rents,  proits,  &c. 

GoMaid     for  the  uses  and  purposes  declared  by  charter,  and  for  no  oilier*-^ 

They  can  nf  ver  aUrngtc  the  trust,  for  that  is  declared  to  be  unaHin* 

akkj  and  ao  attempt  sio  to  do  would  not  only  be  a  vidatiofi  o(  the 

trust  duty,  but  fraudulent  and  void. 

The  inhabitants  of  Concord  by  charter  took  no  interest  in  fee  in 
this  right  of  land.  They  could  pass  none  to  Goddard,  and  no  right 
in  fee  simple  vested  by  his  deed  in  Williams. 

Ifi  at  the  time  of  executing  his  deed  to  Williams,  Goddard  had 
not  a  title  in  fee  simple  to  the  lands  purporting  to  be  conveyed,  the 
covenant  of  seisin  was  broken  upon  delivery  of  the  deed,  and  the 
plea  in  bar  cannot  be  supported,— -1  D.  Chip.  Bu9h  vs.  Whilnty^ 
}._2  Vl.  I^.  Sanmm  el  al  vs.  Ncw-Havcn^  14.— Stat.  197. 


The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

RoTCE,  J.— It  is  only  necessary  to  consider  the  first  covenant 
declared  on.  In  this  the  defendant  covenants — ^'that  he  is 
well  seised  of  an  indefeasable  estate  in  fee  simple."  The  terms 
of  this  covenant  necessarily  import  that  be  had  an  absolute  estate 
in  fee ;  and  to  make  good  his  defence,  he  was  therefore  required 
to  establish  such  a  title  in  himself.— Gor/f^U  vs.  WilUqmB^  2  Vt. 
R.  327.— Cflrr/tn  vs.  HurU'vrt,3  Vt.  R.  403.  He  was  the  first 
minister  of  the  Gpspel  ever  permanently  settled  in  Concrd,  and 
DO  objection  is  made  to  the  validity  of  his  settlement.  The  pro- 
ceedings of  the  inhabitants  of  the  town  sufficiently  indicate  their 
intention,  that  he  should  receive  the  right  of  land  in  question  as 
an  absolute  estate  in  (ee.  There  was  indeed  a  stipulation  on  his 
part  to  re-convey  a  portion  of  it  in  a  certain  event,  hut  that  has  po 
effect  upon  this  case.  The  whole  question  must  therefore  turn  on 
the  manner  in  which  this  right  is  granted  or  reserved  in  the  Town 
Charter.  If  it  could  vest  absolutely  in  the  defendant  on  bis  being 
settled,  It  certainly  did  so,  and  lus  covenant  is  satisfied :  and  if  it 
could  not  so  vest,  tlie  covenant  was  at  once  broken. 

There  is  a  diversity  in  these  grants  or  reservations.  In  some 
charters  the  right  is  simply  reserved  for  the  first  settled  minister  in 
the  town.  In  others  it  is  reserved  for  the  first  settled  minister,  to 
bo  disposed  of  for  that  purpose  as  the  inhabitantf*  of  the  town  shall 
direct.  Thus  far  the  land  is  evidently  destined,  upon  a  legal  and 
suflicient  settlement  of  a  minister,  to  vest  absolutely  in  such  min* 
ister  as  private  property.    And  whether  in  each  class  of  rcserva- 
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tioiM  alik#»  or  only  in  the  laftet  class^  it  is  still  iiequisite  that  tb#  Tmm, 
inbtbilanis  of  lh6  town,  in  their  corporate  capacity,  sboyM  io  ally  iSST 
aetee  b^cotbe  parties  to  the  settlement,  we  have  no  occaaies  fo  de-  WiUtaoM 
cide.-^See  Skrldon  vs.  Goodselj  1  Aik.  226.— Data  v&  Hmeg^  GodLd. 
itUrghani  tVttd^'i  PlxV.  16. -^Charleston  vs^  Alkn^  6  Yt.  R. 
631.  The  terms  of  the  charter  in  this  instance  are  difiercfnl  ^tiH. 
Tiie  Hglit  in  question  is  ^'  to  be  and  ^maio  for  tlie  purpose  ot  set- 
tltfm^t  of  a  minister  and  ministers  of  tlie  gospel  iif  said  towd  Jbr» 
ever/*  And  it  is  provided  that  this  rigbt,  as  likewise  tlidse  ftstr- 
Ted  for  the  support  of  comoion  scliools,  and  of  social  worship,  "  to* 
geiher  witlr  their  improvements,  rights^  rents,  profits,  ducfs  aiid  hi* 
terests,  shall  remain  unalienably  appropriated  to  the  uses  and  piir* 
po^es  for  which  they  sire  respectively  assigned,  and  be  utidef  tfa# 
riitrge^  direction,  and  disposal  of  the  inhabitants  of  said  lowrisbij^ 
forever."  TIms  reservation  doss  not  purport  to  be  for  the  Settle- 
ment of  o6e  minister  only,  but  of  a  roinisl^i^  iind  mim$t€r$,  %4hkik 
tvotild  iiiehtde  a  swdession  of  settled  ministers.  And  ttitot  tbis 
suce^ssion  w£Ls  intended  is  quite  evident,  from  (be  ttons  of  perp^ 
tuity  r^pe^tediy  applied  to  the  use,  from  the  perpetual  «barge  ^ni 
contifol  conferred  upon  the  town,  and  from  the  restrtfini  d*  dteiifti* 
tion  wbieb  ii  stamped  upon  tbe  property.  The  terms  employed 
todtreet  and  secure  th^  application  oi  this  property  to  the  purpoMs 
esptessedjare  applied  whb  the  like  view  to  two  otlier  rights ;  and 
these  were  never  understood  to  be  temporary  reservations^  or  (Capa- 
ble of  being  diverted  from  the  objects  designated.  In  short,  the 
tallage  of  ibe  cliarter  in  reference  to  this  rigln-  seems  tO  fofbid 
tbo  sUppositiou,  that  the  estate  was  to  become  absokile  in  the  i 
jster  settled. 

In  tilts  view  of  the  case,  the  members  of  the  court  nOw 
are  well  agreed.  But  ds  the  court,  corisisting  in  p«rt  of  othdr 
members,  differed  iti  opinion  on  a  former  argument,  and  as  the 
case  of  WilUams  (the  present  plaintiff)  vs.  Hardy  and  Barker^ 
determined  in  A.  D.  1821,  may  have  involved  a  contrary  decision, 
some  further  attention  to  the  subject  is  required.  The  record  of 
the  case  referred  to,  shows  it  to  have  been  an  action  of  trespass,  in 
which  the  plaintiff  recovered  for  trespasses  committed  on  tbe  land 
in  question.  It  is  to  be  inferred  that  lie  had  no  actual  possession 
of  the  land,  but  relied  on  constructive  possession  arising  from  title; 
and  it  appears  that  he  made  title  through  the  deed  of  this  defen- 
dant. The  charter  of  Concord  and  the  defendant's  settlement 
were  brought  into  consideration.  The  question  now  discussed 
might  therefore  have  been  determined  in  that  case.     But  tbe  de* 
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BiBx,      cision  may  as  probably  have  proceeded  on  a  narrower  ground,  oon- 

m^      sidering  the  defendant  (who  then  lived  in  Concord  under  his  settle* 

'^  vruiwnui     ment)  entitled  to  the  possession  and  enjoyment  of  the  land  for  tbe 

Goddard.  time  being,  and  competent  to  pass  that  right  by  his  deed  to  tbe 
plaintiff.  As  the  case  has  never  been  reported,  and  the  grounds 
of  decision  are  consequently  unknown,  it  is  not  decisive  of  the 
whole  question  now  presented.  A  case  is  also  cited  for  the  defen- 
dant from  the  2  N.  H.  R.  510,  and  another  from  the  4  N.  H.  R. 
20,  showing  that  in  that  state  the  rights  reserved  by  charter  ibr  the 
support  of  the  ministry,  at^d  for  the  support  of  schools,  are  regar- 
ded simply  as  appropriations  in  aid  of  the  respective  towns,  and 
subject  to  their  unqualified  control  and  disposition.  It  was  there- 
fore held  that  those  lands  might  be  sold,  and  converted  into  other 
funds,  at  the  discretion  of  the  town.  This  is  directly  in  conflict 
with  the  doctrine  uniformly  supported  and  enforced  in  this  state.-— 
Btuh  vs.  Whitney,  1  Chip.  R.  369.~^Lamps(m  and  Bamum  vs. 
NeufHaven,  2  Vt.  R.  14.  The  uses  of  such  reservations  are  con- 
sidered as  unalterably  fixed  by  the  charter,  though  subject  to  legis- 
lative regulation  as  to  tbe  manner  of  their  enjoyment.  And  it  was 
adjudged  in  the  case  last  cited,  that  the  rents  and  profits  to  accrue 
at  a  distant  future  period  could  not  be  received  in  advance;  since 
this  might  defeat  the  intended  benefit  to  the  future  generations  who 
may  inhabit  the  town.  In  our  view,  the  terms  of  this  charter  have 
rendered  all  these  principles  conclusively  applicable  to  the  present 
case. 

But  it  is  urged,  that  the  course  pursued  in  this  instance  has  been 
exten^vely  practiced  in  the  state,  and  ought  on  principles  of  poli- 
cy to  be  sanctioned.  We  are  not  aware  of  the  extent  of  tbe 
practice,  but  have  reason  to  believe  it  has  not  been  uniform.  The 
legal  construction  should  therefore  prevail,  j 

Judgment  of  county  court  aflirmed. 
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ORLEANS  COUNTY, 
March  Tbbm,  1836. 


Prksknt,  Hon.  STEPHEN  ROYCE, 

••      JACOB  COLLAMER,     ^il«ftf(aiil  JWfftce*. 
••      ISAAC  F.  REDFIELD, 


>il«ftfi 
5.  S 


John  Harding  vs.  James  Cragib.  Orlbaiis, 

To  prore  lliat  «  subscribingr  witness  to  «  note  signed  by  tereral  signers  was  in  *886. 

fact  only  the  witness  to  the  first  signature,  it  is  not  neoessary  first  to  call 
that  witness. 

When  one  count  is  bad,  and  the  yerdict  is  general,  judgment  will  be  arrested. 

A  declaration  in  assumpsit,  which  alleges  no  legal  consideration  for  the  prom, 
ise,  is  bad ;  and  a  past  and  executed  consideration  which  is  not  alleged  to 
have  been  at  the  defendant's  request,  and  in  no  way  appears  to  haye  been  for 
his  advantage,  is  no  legal  consideration. 

This  is  a  defect  not  cured  by  yerdict. 

This  was  an  action  of  assumpsit,  in  three  counts, — the  first  of 
which  was  as  follows : 

'**To  answer  to  John  Harding,  in  a  plea  of  the  case,  for  that  hereto- 
fore, to  wit,  on  the  27th  day  of  June,  1833,  in  consideration  that  the 
plaintiff  had  before  that  time,  on  the  4th  day  of  May,  1833,  made, 
executed  and  delivered  to  one  Luther  B.  Hunt,  jointly  and  seve- 
rally with  one  Silas  Lamb  and  Philander  Reed,  a  certain  promis- 
sory note,  dated  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  for  the  sum  of  one 
hundred  dollars,  payable  to  the  said  Hunt  or  order,  on  demand 
with  interest, — he  the  said  James  Cragie,  by  his  written  memoran- 
dum or  indemnity,  on  the  said  27th  day  of  June,  1833,  undertook 
and  faithfully  promised  the  plaintiff,  jointly  and  severally  with  Silas 
Lamb  and  Philander  Reed,  that  he  would  indemnify  and  save  harm- 
less the  said  plaintiff  from  all  damage,  costs  and  expense,  which 
might  accrue  to  the  plaintiff  in  consequence  of  the  signing  of  said 
note  to  said  Hunt,  and  that  the  said  Cragie  would  pay,  or  cause  to 
be  paid,  the  said  note  to  the  said  Hunt  without  cost,  trouble  or  ex- 
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O  RLBAIft, 

March, 

1836 
tiarding 


pense  to  the  plaintiff.     And  the  plaintiff  avers  that  he  has  been 
damnified  and  suffered  injury  to  a  large  amount,  to  wit,  the  sum  of 
one  hundred  and  fifty  dollars  in  that  behalf;  and  the  said  Cragie, 
bis  said  promise  and  undertaking  not  regarding,  hath  not  paid  nor 
indemnified  and  saved  bamilessthe  plaititiff." 

The  second  count  was  for  money  lent,  and  the  third  for  money 
paid  out.     Plea,  Nort" Assumpsit. 

On  the  trial  in  the  county  court,  the  plaintiff  produced  the  writ- 
ten contract  of  indemnity,  mentioned  in  the  declaration,  purport- 
ing to  be  signed  by  said  Lamb  and  Reed  and  the  defendant,  and 
the  name  of  Addison  Spauidiog  as  witness.  Tlie  defendant  deni- 
ed I  he  signature  of  said  paper,  when  the  plaintiff  offered  to  prove 
by  said  Lamb  that  said  Spaulding  was  only  witness  to  the  first  sig- 
nature on  said  writing,  to  wit,  fhe  signafufS  df  Lamb,  but  was  not 
witness  to  the  signature  of  the  defendant.  To  this,  the  defendant 
objected,  on  account  of  the  ifiterd^  of  Lamb^  and  also  because  the 
subscribing  witness  should  be  called.  Tb^  objection  was  ovemt- 
led. 

The  plaintiff  offered  evidence  tending  to  show,  that  the  plaintiff 
signed  the  note  to  Hniyt,  upon  the  promise  then  made  by  tbe  defen- 
dant, tliat  he  wotild  give  the  plaintiff  an  indemnity.  This  was  ob- 
jected to  by  the  defendant,  bat  tbe  objection  was  ovetruled,  and 
the  evidencef  admrtted.  The  jury  returned  t  verdict  for  the  plain- 
tiff,— whereupon,  the  defendant  filed  his  motion  in  arrest  of  judg- 
ment for  the  insufficiency  of  tbe  first  couneof  tlie  declaration,  which, 
motion  was  overruled  and  judgment  rendeied  for  the  plaintiffs 

The  defendant  filed  exceptions,  which  werei  allowed,  afid  tbe 
cause  passed  to  thb  court. 

Starkweather  for  the  defendant. — 1.  It  is  contended  that  the 
county  court'  erred  in  admitting  Lamb  to  prove  the  etecutidn  of  the 
paper  offered  fcy  plaintiff— first,  Because  there  was  ft  subscribing 
witness  within  the  reach  of  process,  who  should  first  have  b^eli  cal- 
led. For  it  appears  from  the  instrument  produced,  thdt  Spduldtng, 
the  attesting  witness,  witnessed  the  instrument  generally,  tfnd  not 
for  any  particular  signer.  For  it  is  a  rule  witbout  any  known  ex- 
ception, that  the  subscribing  wiiness  must  be  fii^t  called,  o^  his  ab- 
sence accounted  for  by  showing  that  diligent  inquiry  has  been  made 
for  him,  and  no  trace  of  him  can  be  found  :  that  he  is  dc^ad,  or 
presumed  to  be  so,  when  he  became  party  to  the  suit — was  inter- 
ested in  the  instrument  at  the  time  of  its  execution,  and  so  Continues 
tobe :  that  he  has  become  blind :  that  he  Ims  boen  convicted  of  an 
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infamous  crkne,  or  that]  be  resides  bejond  the  seas,  without  the    ^T^^*" 
jurisdictioa  of  the  court,  and  is  not  amenable  to  its  ^procesc.-— 2       ibss. 
East.  167-8,  OMn/t/fe  vs.  S4xt<m.—4  East.  54-6,  Call  vs.  Dm-     ^*;i"'« 
Wffig'.— 7  T.  R.  266-7,  Barrows  vs.   Trompovskey.'^2  East.      ^'«i»»- 
250,  P farce  vs.  Blackburn. 

And  it  has  been  decided  in  Vermont,  that  the  subscribing  witness 
must  be  called,  though  he  live  out  of  the  state. 

But  possibly  this  last  decision  is  adhering  a  little  too  strictly  to 
accord  with  the  late  decisions  upon  this  point.  But  certainly  there 
'is  no  necessity  nor  reason  for  not  applying  the  rule  as  laid  down 
in  the  above  autliorities  16  the  present  case,  and  a  diflbrent  deter- 
mination would  be  manifestly  in  derogation  of  an  approved  maxim 
of  law,  "  that  the  best  evidence  which  the  nature  of  the  case  will 
admit,  shall  be  adduced.^ — Cunliffe  vs  Sexten,  2  East.  186-7.-^ 
Call  vs.  Dunnitig.A  East.  54-5.— 1  Star.  Ev.  102,  369.— Com- 
mmueal4h  vs.  IBnisany  4  Mast.  R.  646-7.-3  East.  200-1 

Secondly:  Where  tiiere.is  a  subscribing  witness,  the  parties  there- 
by agree  that  hb  sliall  be  the  witness. — Botps  vs.  Trombomkey^ 
7  D.  b  E.  27—1  Stdr.  Ev.  102, 389.  And  when  other  evidence 
18  resorted  to  in  the  first  instance,  it  very  justly  excites  a  suspicion 
of  fraud,  and  manifestly  opens  a  door  for  the  practice  of  it. 

Thirdly  :  U  Lamb  coukl  be  permitted  to  testify  thai  Spaulding 
did  not  witness  the  execution  of  the  instrument  by  defendant,  he 
might  swear  that  be  did  not  witness  tl)e  execution  of  any  of  the 
signers,  and  thereby  obviate  the  necessity  of  his  being  called  ie  any 
event ;  and  so  of  any  oiher  instrument,  whether  executed  by  one 
or  more,  which  would  be  saying,  in  e^ct,  that  if  any  person  could 
be  found  who  would  testify  that  the  witness  whose  name  was  at- 
tached to  the  instrument  as  the  subscribing  witness  was  not  in  fact 
fut  subscribing  witness,  this  would  supersede  the  necessity  of  call- 
ing him.  Such  surely  would  be  a  very  novel  as  neli  as  dangerous 
course.  For  in  a  thousand  instances  a  witness  mi$;ht  testify  mista* 
kenly  on  this  )H)int.  There  are  undoubtedly  many  instances  where 
the  subscribing  witness  himself  would  have  to  refresh  his  recollec- 
tion by  a  view  of  the  instrument,  before  he  could  say  positively  iliat 
he  did  witness  it.  These  considerations  are  deemed  fully  sufficient 
without  insisting  that  the  evidence  relied  on  was  in  ks  nature  neg- 
ative and  unsatisfactory. 

fi.  Lamb  testified  that  he  had  an  interest  in  the  suit,  and  this 
appears  manifestly  from  the  instrument  itself.  This  at  least  must 
materially  aflfect  his  credit  as  a  witnes,  and  tiiereby  render  his  tes- 
timony of  far  less  weight  than  that  of  an  indiflbrent  persoo  j  and 


Digitized  by  VjOOQ IC 


604  CASES  IN  THE  SUPREME  COURT 

Orleams,     hencOy  by  so  much  the  more  incompetent  to  testify  as  to  the  feet  of 

1836.        Spaulding's  witnessing  the  writing  produced*   If,  under  any  circum- 

Harding      gtances.  Lamb's  testimony  could  be  used  to  prove  the  execution  of 

Crtgie.       the  instrufnent,  clearly  his  testimony  was  not  the  proper  evidence 

to  pave  the  way  to  it. 

3*  It  is  contended  that  the  connty  court  erred  in  permitting  the. 
party  to  travel  out  of  his  declaration,  and  show  that  plaintiff  sign- 
ed the  note  to  Hunt  in  consideration  of  defendant's  agreeing  to 
sign  an  indemnity  to  plaintiff.  For  the  declaration  b  a  specifica- 
tion in  a  methodical  and  legal  form  of  the  circumstances' which  con- 
stitute the  plaintiff's  cause  of  action. — 1  Chit.  PI.  248. — Co.  lit. 
17  a.  303. — Bac.  Abr.  Pleas  3.— Com.  Dig.  Pleader,  67. 

And  the  declaration  must  allege  all  the  facts  and  circumstances 
necessary  to  th6  support  of  the  action. — 1  Chit.  Pi.  255,  303-4. 
— Fepptn  vs.  Solomant,  5  T.  R.  498.— Penny  ♦^s.  Prodor,  2 
East.  4.— Rex  vs.  Neild  ct  d.  6  East.  422-4.— Afcc  vs.  Holland 
623. — Rex  vs.  Home,  Cowp.  682. 

And  these  allegattonsHnust  bo  proved  as  laid. — 1  Star.  Ev.  387. 
—3  Star.  Ev.  1526.-1  Chit.  PI.  996.— AAtchinaon  ys.  Heufsan^ 
7  Term  3AA.-^MUii  vs.  Shower,  8  East.  9.— Leeds  vs.  jBur- 
ro»,  12  East.  1^.— Churchill  vs.  Wilkins,  1 T.  R.  449.— Qm- 

ningham  vs.  IRniland,  7  Mass.  R.  68. — Baylies  vs. ,  7 

Mass.  It  336. 

The  reason  of  this  requirement  is  very  obvious.  So  that  defen- 
dant may  be  notified  of  the  ground  on  which  plaintiff  urges  claim, 
and  be  enabled  to  plead  a  direct  and  unequivocal  plea,  that  the  ju- 
ry may  know  definitely  what  is  submitted  to  their  consideration, 
and  the  court,  by  looking  into  the  record,  may  clearly  comprehend 
the  nature  of  the  action,  and  be  thereby  enabled  to  render  such 
judgment  as  the  case  demands.  These  reasons  are  too  obvious 
and  too  frequently  insisted  on  in  the  authorities  to  justify  further 
oomment  before  this  court.  This  pretended  request  or  promise  of 
signing  an  indemnity,  was  indispensably  necessary  to  legalize  this 
contract.  That  named  in  the  declaration  was  entirely  passed,  and 
hence  utterly  incompetent  to  the  supporting  of  a  legal  contract. — 
Barlow  vs.  Smith  et  ah  4  Vt.  R.  \4A.—Bloss  vs.  KiUridge,  5 
Vt.  R.  32.— 1  Corayn  on  Con.  19-20. 

And  for  the  variance  bjetween  the  declaration  and  proof,  if  plain- 
tiff were,  on  any  consideration,  permitted  to  travel  out  of  the  decla- 
ration, which  we  have  seen  is  inadmissible,  he  should  be  non-suit- 
ed.—1  Chit.  PI.  303-4.— Penny  vs.  Porter,  2  East.  4.— Thomp- 
son vs.  Jameson,  1  Pet.  Con.  311.— Clark  vs.  Todd,  1 D.  Chip.  803. 
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Should  the  court  get  over  the  foregoing  objectionsj  it  is  lastly 
contended,  that  judgment  roust  be  arrested  for  the  insufficiency  of 
the  first  count  in  the  declaration*  The  verdict  i&  general  on  all  the ' 
counts,-^the  evidence  bad  no  tendency  to  support  any  but  the  first 
count.  The  consideration  set  forth  in  said  first  count,  is  a  part  con- 
sideration, which  will  not  support  a  contract. — 4  Vt.  R.  144,  Bar- 
low  vs.  Smith. — Bloss  vs.  Kitiridge,  5  Vi.  R,  32. — I  Corayn  oft 
Con.  19-20. 

The  verdict  being  general,  and  the  first  or  any  count  bad,  judg- 
ment must  be  arrested. — Bloss  vs.  Kittridge^  5  Vt.  R.  32.—  Ben- 
son vs.  Swift,  2  Mass.  R.  53. — Slevemon  vs.  Hayden,  2  Mass. 

R.  408-9.— JGng-^Z^y  vs.  Bill  et  al.  9  Mass.  R.  200. 

and  wife  vs.  Hurd,  11  Mass.  R.  60. 

Sumner,  Cooper  fy  Smatley  for  the  plaintiff, — This  motion  m 
arrest  is  founded  solely  on  the  ground  that  the  consideration  set  forth 
ID  the  pTaintifT's  declaraftion  is  a  past  consideration.  Thb  is  not  a 
sufficient  cause  for  an  arrest  of  judgment  for  a  'past  consideration 
may  be  a  good  cause  for  an  express  promise.-^l  Swift,  203.— 
1  Dane,  119. 

All  the  authorities  agree  that  if  this  past  consideration  is  for  the 
benefit  of  the  promisor,  it  is  good  cause  for  an  express  promise, 
even  if  it  is  not  aUeged  (o  be  done  at  the  request  of  the  promrsor: 
If  for  the  benefit  of  a  stranger,  or  a  third  person,  it  is  a  sufficient 
consideration  for  an  express  promise,  if  the  act  constituting  the  con-* 
sideration  is  done  at  the  request  of  the  promisor. — 1  Swift,  203, 
204.— 1  Dane,  119-20-5^3.-1  Saund.  264,  note  1. 

If  it  is  shown  either  that  the  defendant  had  been  benefitted  hy 
this  act  of  the  plaintifiT  constituting  this  past  consideration,  or,  se- 
condly, that  it  was  dorte  at  the  request  of  the  defendant,  the  plain- 
tifiT is  entitled  to  recover. 

Adopting  these  principles,  to  their  full  extent,  we  contend  iliat 
the  declaration  is  sufficient  even  on  a  demurrer. 

In  the  first  case  mentioned,  that  is,  of  a  benefit  derived  by  the 
defendant  from  I li is  act  constituting  the  pafst  consideration,  w6  con- 
tend that  it  is  not  necessary  that  this  benefit  should  have  been  sta- 
ted in  the  declaration  and  spread  upon  the  record. 

Our  system  of  pleadings  is  now  sufficiently  proliit,  and  if  the 
benefit  derived  by  the  defendant  from  the  act  constituting  the  con- 
sideration must  be  inverted  in  the  declaration,  it  would  become  too 
voluminous  and  unwieldy  to  be  either  used  or  understood.  If  it 
is  proved  on  the  trial,  it  is  sufficient :  it  is  all  that  the  law  or  sound 
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policy  would  have  required  in  guarding  the  rights  of  the  defendant. 

After  verdict,  it  must  be  presumed  that  all  this  has  been  proved ; 
"and  if  we  refer  to  the  evidence  introduced  on  the  trial,  it  was  shown 
that  the  defendant  was  benefitted  by  the  money  received  of  Mr. 
Hunt  for  the  payment  of  which  the  plaintiff  became  holden. 

In  the  second  case  mentioned,  where  a  past  or  executed  consid- 
eration b  a  good  reason  for  an  express  promise ;  that  is,  where  the 
act  constituting  the  consideration  is  done  for  a  third  person,  at  the 
instance  and  request  of  the  defendant,  we  contend  that  such  a  re- 
quest must  be  shown  on  the  trial,  and  need  not  be  alleged  in  the 
declaration. — (Chitty,  296.)  Bui  either  alternative,  before  sup- 
posed, may,  and  ought  to  be  presumed  after  a  verdict. 

*  But  we  consider  the  question  as  to  the  sufiiciency  of  the  decla- 
ration rests  now  on  a  motion  in  arrest  of  judgment  on  entirely  diffe- 
rent grounds  from  what  it  would  on  a  demurrer. 

In  this  case,  we  find  an  express  promise  on  the  part  of  the  de- 
fendant to  the  piaintifT  to  indemnify  him  from  all  loss  in  consequence 
of  signing  this  note  to  Mr.  Hunt.  Here  is  also  a  consideration  :  the 
plaintiff  has  been  injured — compelled  to  pay  the  note  and  costs. 

It  also  appeared  that  part  of  the  money  was  retained  by  tlie 
plaintiff,  and  not  paid  over  until  this  security  was  obtained  from  the 
defendant.  And  further,  that  the  defendant,  Cragie,  promised  to 
indemnify  the  plaintiff  before  he  signed  the  note  to  Mr.  Hunt. — 
What  then  is  wanting  ?  The  promise  is  express, — the  consideration 
is  certainly  sufficient,  if  loss  and  injury  to  the  plaintiff  is  to  be  any 
criterion  to  determine  the  sufficiency  of  a  consideration. 

But  the  plains  that  the  consideration  ^'  as  set  forth  in  the  decla- 
ration is  a  past  consideration,  and  wholly  insufficient  in  law."  But 
is  a  past  consideration  always  insufficient?  What  is  a  moral  obliga- 
tion, for  instance  ?  a  debt  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations,  or  a 
debt  contracted  by  an  infant  ?  Is  not  this  a  past  consideration,  and 
a  good  one  too,  for  an  express  promise?  For  all  that  appears  by 
the  motion  in  arrest,  the  declaration  is  sufficient.  If  there  are  any 
latent  objections  in  the  declaration,  they  should  be  taken  advantage 
of  by  demurrer.  If  the  declaration  bad  alleged  that  this  act  con- 
stituting the  consideration  for  the  defendant's  promise  had  been 
done  by  the  plaintiff  at  the  defendant's  request,  or  had  set  forth 
that  the  defendant  had  been  benefitted  by  the  act,  it  would  have 
been  sufficient ;  and  we  contend  that  such  niceties  must  be  taken 
advantage  of  by  demurrer,  that  a  verdict  could  not  have  been  ob- 
tained unless  a  sufficient  consideration  had  been  made  out,  and  by 
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reference  to  the  exceptions  it  appears  that  sucb  a  request  on  the    Oalians, 
part  of  the  defendant  was  proved.  ^  'im.^* 

Reason  and  law  dictate  that  when  a  party  is  put  to  the  cost  and  Harding 
trouble  of  prosecuting  his  cause  to  a  verdict,  that  many  questions  CraSjie. 
shall  be  considered  as  settled,  which  might  have  been  entitled  to 
consideration  at  the  commencement  of  the  suit.  If  the  defendant 
wishes  to  exercise  his  ingenuity  in  criticising  the  plaintiff's  decla- 
ration, he  must  do  it  on  a  demurrer.  Ail  questions  of  form 
must  be  taken  advantage  of  by  demurrer,  and  not  brought  up  on  a 
motion  in  arrest.  And  not  only  questions  of  form,1)ut  many  ques- 
tions of  substance  are  considered  as  settled  after  verdict. 

In  the  case  of  Hitchins  vs.  StevenSy  reported  in  2  Shown,  p. 
233,  Tho.  Raymond,  p.  287,  abridged,  in  11  Petersdorff,  p.  494, 
at  the  top,  *'  It  was  agreed  by  the  court  that  in  any  case  where 
any  thing  is  omitted  in  a  declaration,though  it  be  matter  of  substance, 
if  it  be  such  as  without  proving  it  at  trial,  the  plaintiff  could  not 
have  a  verdict,  and  there  be  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  that  such 
omission  shall  not  arrest  the  judgment. — See  also  Rushtonvs,  Aj- 
pinaly  2  Doug.  p.  683,  and  i  I  Petersd.  p.  495,  at  top — Spiers  vs. 
Parker,  1  T.  R.  and  1 1  Petersd.  495,  at  top. 

But  we  presume  that  the  court,  on  a  review  of  the  whole  case, 
will  consider  this  as  something  more  than  an  ordinary  case  of  a 
promise. 

An  instrument  drawn  with  all  the  formality  of  a  bond,  is  given 
the  plaintiff  by  the  defendant,  for  his  security.  Nothing  is  wanting 
but  a  seal  to  constitute  this  obligation  of  such  a  nature  as  to  pre- 
clude all  inquiry  into  the  consideration.  It  is  the  object  of  the 
law  to  enforce  the  performance  of  obligations  as  they  were  intend- 
ed and  understood  by  the  parties. 

What  tlien  was  the  intent  and  understanding  of  the  parties  ?  Can 
there  be  any  doubt  that  it  was  the  intent  and  meaning  of  this  wri- 
ting that  the  plaintiff  was  to  be  at  all  events  saved  barmles  from  all 
loss  in  consequence  of  signing  as  security  the  note  to  Mr.  Hunt  ? 
By  what  subtlety  is  the  security  to  be  defeated  ?  Is  there  such  ma- 
gic in  a  wafer,  that  by  the  omision  of  it,  the  intentions  of  the  par- 
ties, so  cleariy  expressed,  are  to  be  prostrated  ? 

Finally,  we  trust  the  court  will,  by  their  decision,  adopt  the  opin- 
ion of  Justice  Grose,  (8  T.  R.  p.  131 ,)  ''  that  as  this  is  a  motion  in 
arrest  of  judgment,  and  therefore  every  presumption  is  to  be  made 
in  favor  of  the  verdict,— at  least,  nothing  is  to  be  presumed  against 
it. 
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The  opinioa  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

CouuAMERy  J.-<-Tbe  first  question  iu  this  case  arises  on  the  ad- 
mission of  the  testimony  of  Lamb.  It  seems  no  dispute  existed 
in  relation  to  the  signature  of  Lamb,  nor  any  that  Lamb  and  Reed 
were  the  persons  for  whose  benefit  the  note  was  given  to  Hunt. 
It  therefore  appears,  that  Lamb  was  equally  bound  to  indemniiy 
both  the  plaintiff  and  defendant,  and  his  interest  seems,  therefore, 
to  have  been  balanced.  As  to  the  subject  matter  of  his  testimony, 
it  was  to  dispense  with  calling  the  subscribing  witness.  It  is  un^ 
doubtedly  true,  that  when  the  fact  proposed  to  be  shown,  is  a  fact 
to  which  the  subscribing  witness  was  called  to  attest  at  the  tioie, 
such  as  the  signature  or  delivery  of  the  paper,  in  such  case  the 
subscribing  witness  was  roust  be  first  called.  In  this  case  it  seems 
there  were  three  signers,  and  but  one^  subscribing  witness.  To 
prove  that  signatures  were  added  to  this  paper  subsequent  to  that 
of  the  subscribing  witness,  is  not  contradicting  the  above  rule,  nor 
is  it  inconsistent  with  the^  face  of  the  paper,  but  mere  matter  of 
explanation.  ^ 

The  next  question  relates  to  the  admission  of  the  evidence  that 
the  plaintiff  signed  the  note  to  Hunt  at  the  defendant's  request, 
(for  such  was  its  legal  effect,)  when  the  declaration  contained  no 
such  averment.  On  the  correctness  of  this,  it  is  unnecessary  to 
pass.  The  plaintiff  had  proved  the  first  count  in  his  declaratioo 
without  this  evidence,  and  was  therefore  entitled  to  a  verdict,  which 
was  all  he  obtained.  The  evidence  did  not  cure  a  defective  dec- 
laration, and  therefore,  it  produced  no  injury  to  the  plaintiff  of 
which  he  can  complain. 

When  there  are  several  counts  and  a  general  verdict  is  returned, 
if  one  of  the  counts  is  substantially  defective,  judgment  must  be 
arrested,  for  the  court  cannot  say,  but  the  jury  may  have  assessed 
damages  on  that  count.  A  motion  in  arrest  for  the  insufficiency  of 
the  declaration  is  to  be  tried  by  inspection  of  the  declaration  only; 
no  resort  can  be  had  to  a  l]istory  of  what  was  shown  on  trial,  to 
supply  any  defect  in  the  pleadings.  The  first  count  alleges  the 
contract  in  substance  thus ;  that  in  consideration  the  plaintiff  bad 
signed  a  note  for  certain  third  persons,  the  defendant  promised 
to  indemnify  him.  The  only  consideration  here  alleged  is  past  and 
executed,  and  in  such  case,  it  is  always  necessary  both  to  allege 
and  therefore,  prove  that  this  was  at  the  request  of  the  defendaitt, 
or  it  must  appear,  by  the  declaratioD,  that  the  defendant  derived 
benefit  from  the  consideration  ;  neither  of  which  are  in  this  count. 
—I  Saund.  R.  164,  note. 
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The  final  inquiry  is,  was  this  defect  cured  by  verdict  ?  The  most 
ancient  rule  on  this  subject,  while  suits  related  almost  entirely  to 
real  estate,  was  this :  A  title  defectively  set  out,  in  pleading,  is 
cured  by  verdict;  but  a  defective  title,  that  i$,  a  title  which  upon 
the  pleading  was  clearly  bad,  w^s  not  cured.  This  rule  is  of  but 
little  use  in  application  to  personal  actions.  The  next  rule,  by  which 
the  courts  seemed  for  a  time  governed,  [was  this  :  After  verdict, 
every  thing  is  presumed  to  have  been  proved  which  a  court  would 
have  required  to  be  shown  to  entitle  the  plaintifi  to  recover. — 
Crouther  vs.  OldfieM,  2  Ld.  Ray.  1*225. — Rushton  vs.  Aspin^ 
wall,  2  Doug.  684. 

This  rule,  taken  unqualified,  would  cure  every  possible  defect. 
But  taken  in  a  more  limited  sense,  what  will  a  court  require  to  be 
proved,  and  what  will  they,  after  verdict,  presume  to  have  been 
proved  ?  The  obvious  answer  would  be  precisely  what  is  alleged 
and  in  issue,  and  no  more. 

In  Spiers  vs.  Parker,  (1  T.  R.  145,)  it  was  holden  that  nothing 
will  be  presumed  to  have  been  proved  but  what  is  alleged  or  neces- 
sarily impUed  from  what  is  alleged.  As  when  feofment  is  alleged, 
livery  is  implied ;  or  where  a  trespass  or  any  other  act  is  alleged,  a 
time  is  implied.  This  rule  has  been  ^recognized  in  this  court. — 
Vadakin  vs.  Soper,  1  Aik.  R.  289. 

This  count  shows  a  mere  nudum  pactum.  This  does  not  imply 
that  a  legal  consideration  was  shown.  There  is  nothing  implying 
that  the  plaintiflT  was  ever  requested  by  the  defendant  to  sign  the 
note,  or  that  it  was  for  his  benefit. 

Judgment  reversed. 


Orlkans, 

issa. 

Harding 

vt. 
Craj^io. 


T.  PiERSoN  VS.  B.  Gale  and  W.  J.  Johnson. 

If  a  judgment  be  paid  on  the  issuing  of  the  first  execution,  and  the  exeoution 
surrendered  to  one  of  the  debtors  as  evidence  of  such  payment,  and  he,  by  ' 
advice  of  a  stranger,  sue  out  a  second  execution,  and  arrest  and  commit  an. 
other  joint  debtor  in  the  same  exeoution,  without  the  knowledge  or  eonaent 
of  the  creditor,  such  debtor  and  stranger  are  trespassers. 

If  there  be  no  fatal  irregalarity  in  the  preoeedings  of  a  court  of  competent  jo. 
fiadiotion,  however  erroneous  they  may  be,  all  acts  done  in  obedience  to  their 
precept  will  be  justified,  unless  the  party  act  maliciously  and  without  prob. 
able  cause,  and  then  the  remedy  is  by  special  action  on  the  case.] 

This  was  an  action  of  trespass  for  fake  imprisonment  alleged 
against  the  defendants. 


OmANaK, 

dUafeh. 

1836. 
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Ill  the  county  court,  defendants  pleaded  not  guilty,  with  notice. 

On  trial,  it  appeared  that  in  May,  A.  D.  1833,  one  Zebulon 
Lee,  of  Barre,  in  the  county  of  Washington,  recovered  judgment 
in  his  favor  against  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant,  Johnson,  before 
Stephen  Freeman,  a  justice  of  the  peace  for  said  Washington  coun- 
ty; and  that  execution  issued  thereon,  and  wns  delivered  to  (be 
sheriff  of  Orleans  county,  to  be  executed. — ^That  in  July,  A.  D. 
1833,  and  within  the  life  of  the  execution,  in  consideration  that 
said  Johnson  discharged  said  Lee  in  respect  to  another  suit  then 
pending  between  them,  Lee  agreed  to  discharge  said  execution, 
and  accordingly  took  it  back  from  the  sheriff,  delivered  it  up  to  said 
Johnson,  meaning  thereby  to  relinquish  and  discharge  all  claim  un- 
der said  judgment  no  execution  :  but  no  written  discharge  was  en- 
tered on  the  execution,  or  even  signed  by  said  Lee.  In  Septem- 
ber, A.  D.  1833,  an  alias  execution  issued,  and  the  plaintiff  was 
committed  to  jail  thereon,  which  was  the  trespass  complained  of. 

The  evidence  tended  to  show,  that  the  defendant,  Gale,  with 
4he  privity  and  consent  of  said  Johnson,  returned  said  original  exe- 
cution to  said  justice  Freeman — took  out  the  alias,  and  caused  the 
plaintiff  to  be  committed  thereon;  and  that  said  Gale  was  previous- 
ly well  acquainted  with  said  settlement  between  Lee  and  Johnson. 

There  was  also  evidence  tending  to  show  that  said  Lee  did  not 
authorize  the  taking  out  of  said  alias  execution  ;  but  that  the  same 
was  procured  without  his  knowledge. 

The  defendant  contended,  that  as  no  satisfaction  or  discharge  of 
said  judgment,  or  first  execution,  appeared  of  record,  the  alias  ex- 
ecution was  a  legal  protection  to  them  against  this  form  of  action. 

But  the  court  instructed  the  jury,  that  if  they  found  the  first  ex- 
ecution actually  settled  between  Lee  and  Johnson,  and  given  up  to 
the  latter  as  satisfied  and  discharged — that  this  was  known  to  both 
these  defendants  at  the  time;  and  that  afterwards,  without  the 
knowledge,  direction  or  consent  of  Lee,  the  defendants  procured 
the  alias  execution,  and  caused  it  to  be  put  in  force  against  the 
plaintiff,  they  were  both  liable  in  this  action :  But  if  they  found  all 
these  facts  established  as  to  one  defendant  only,  they  would  find 
him  guilty,  and  acquit  the  other :  And  if  said  tacts  were  not  all  es- 
tablished against  either  defendant,  they  should  acquit  them  both. 

Verdict  and  judgment  against  both  defendants.  To  which  de- 
cision and  charge,  defendants  excepted.  Exceptions  allowed  and 
certified. 

The  case  was  argued  by  Starkweather  for  plaintiff,  and  by 
Cooper  for  defendants. 
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The  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by  Orleans, 

Redfibld,  J. — ^The  question  to  be  determined  here  is,  hovvfar  __J5r5.- 

final  process,  sued  out  after  the  judgment  had  been  paid,  but  not  re-  "''I;""" 
leased  or  discharged  of  record,  and  unthotti  the  concurrence  of  the  ^*'*  ^**^- 
creditor,  will  operate  as  a  justification  to  tliose  claiming  to  act  un- 
der it.  An  execution  issued  to  enforce  the  payment  of  a  judgment 
after  it  had  been  once  paid,  may,  no  doubt,  be  a  sufficient  justifica- 
tion in  trespass  to  the  officer  and  his  assistants.  He  is  never  bound 
to  look  beyond  the  process.  If  that  is  regular  upon  its  face,  it  is 
sufficient  for  him  and  all  those  who  act  under  him.  And  unless 
the  payment  were  entered  of  record,  or  the  fact  made  known  to 
the  clerk,  he  clearly  could  not  be  made  a  trespasser  on  account  of 
the  issuing  of  the  execution. 

But  in  the  present  case,  the  execution  had  been  paid  and  sur- 
rendered to  the  debtor,  as  evidence  of  such  payment.  The  case 
must  be  considered  the  same  as  if  the  execution  had  been  released 
or  discharged  by  the  creditor,  either  upon  another  or  the  same  pa- 
per; and  if  upon  the  same,  the  payment  or  endorsement  erased. 
In  such  case,  it  could  hardly  be  contended,  that  the  second  execu- 
tion could  be  any  protection  to  the  party.  It  must  be  admitted  on 
all  hands,  that  if  the  satisfaction  of  the  execution  appeared  of  re- 
cord, the  clerk  even  would  be  a  trespasser  for  issuing  a  second  ex- 
ecution, and  this  upon  the  ground  that  the  second  execution  would 
be  irregular  and  void* 

But  when  the  payment  has  not  been  applied  upon  the  execution, 
or  the  execution  surrendered  to  the  defendant  to  be  destroyed  or 
kept  by  him,  or  some  other  unequivocal  act  done  to  indicate  the 
consent  of  the  parties  to  treat  the  execution  as  satisfibd,  it  might  be 
more  in  accordance  with  principle,  and  certainly  with  decided  ca- 
ses, to  leave  the  party  to  his  remedy,  by  a  special  action  of  trespass 
on  the  case.  Indeed,  so  closely  do  the  cases  upon  this  subject  tread 
upon  the  heels  of  each  other,  that  it  is  almost  impossible  to  find 
any  satisfactory  and  intelligible  ground  of  distinction  between  tres- 
pass and  case  for  acts  done  under  color  of  process. 

The  same  act  in  difiTerent  states  of  the  American  Union,  is  de- 
clared to  be,  and  not  to  be  a  trespass.  In  Massachusetts,  it  is  held, 
that  if  an  execution  issue  before  the  day  on  which  the  party  by  law 
is  entitled  to  it,  the  party  suing  it  out  is  liable  in  trespass  for  all  in- 
jury sustained  by  the  debtor. — Briggs  vs.  fVardu^eH,  10  Mass. 
R.  366. 

And  in  the  case  of  Blaine  vs.  Charles  Carter  and  Doti- 
aldf    4  Cranch,   323,   the  court   wholly  disregard  such  an  ex- 
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^m'"***''    cepiion.  upon  the  ground  lliat  it  should  be  first  set  aside  by  appli- 

1636.  cation  to  the  court  from  which  the  execution  issued.     Upon  the 

Piersrn      g^jj^g  gpound,  the  court  in  New-Hampshire  refused  to  sustain  tres- 

Gaie  el  itt.     pass  where  an  execution  was  issued  by  a  justice  of  peace  against 

the  body  of  the  debtor,  in  a  case  where  by  law  no  such  execution 

could  issue. — (2  N.  H.  R.  491.)     And  in  Maine,  precisely  the 

same  point  was  decided  just  the  reverse. — 5  Greenleaf,  291. 

Where  thij  exemption  claimed  is  mere  privilege  of  the  parly  or 
court  or  other  body,  the  party  can  never  sustain  trespass  for  an  ar- 
rest in  violation  of  the  privilege,  but  must  resort  to  his  action  upon 
the  case. 

In  Wood  vs.  Kinsman  and  another,  (5  Vt.  R.  568,)  it  was  held 
that  where  the  debtor  was  arrested  on  an  execution  after  having 
been  admitted  to  the  poor  debtors'  oath,  he  could  have  no  remedy 
by  action  of  trespass  and  false  imprisonment.  (The  same  question 
has  been  decided  otherwise  in  Maine  and  some  of  lite  other  states.) 

The  distinction  then  between  cases  where  trespass  will  lie,  and 
those  where  it  will  not  lie,  are  not  very  distinctly  marked. 

It  is  said  in  the  old  cases,  (Parsons  vs.  Lloyd,  3  Wilson's  R. 

341 — Barker  vf. and  Norwoody  do.  376,  and  cases  there 

cited,)  that  when  the  judgment  on  the  writ  is  irregular^  and  not 
merely  erroneous,  and  has  been  set  aside  for  such  irregularity, 
that  all  acts  done  under  color  of  the  execution  of  such  judgment  or 
writ,  are  the  same,  so  far  as  the  party  is  concerned,  as  if  the  judg.- 
ment  or  execution  had  never  existed. 

The  same  distinction  has  been  repeatedly  recognized  in  this  state, 
and  is  no  doubt  founded  in  solid,  sound  sense.  If  the  act  is  one  of 
judicial  discretion,  the  court  is  never  Uable  in  any  form  of  action  for 
a  mere  error  of  judgment.  If  the  court  is  not  liable,  surely  the 
party  should  not  be  for  the  act  of  the  court.  And  the  officer  is 
never  bound  to  look  beyond  the  face  of  the  precept  or  process  un- 
der which  he  acts.^  If  that  be  regular,  it  is  always  sufficient  for 
him  and  tor  bis  assistants.  And  I  apprehend,  that  although  it 
should  afterwards  be  set  aside  for  some  irregularity  not  apparent  on 
the  face  of  it,  the  officer  and  his  aids  could  never  become  trespas- 
sers for  any  act  done  under  the  process. 

It  is  equally  well  settled,  that  whenever  the  process  is  regular, 
and  issues  from  a- court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  neither  the  offi- 
cer or  party  are  liable  in  trespass  for  any  mere  abuse  of  the  process , 
however  groundless  or  malicious  their  proceedings  may  be,  but  the 
appropriate  remedy  is  csise.— (Watson  vs.  Watson,  1  Conni  148.— 
1  Chit.  PI.  188.)     For  :f  the  execution  has  been  paid  ip  any  col- 
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lateral  manner,  or  perhaps  in  money,  but  no  application  made  up- 
on the. execution,  and  the  party  sue  out  a  second  execution,  he  is^ 
not  thereby  a  trespasser,  but  the  proper  remedy  is  by  audita  que- 
rela, or  an  action  on  the  case.  {Luddington  vs.  Peck,  2  Conn.  R. 
700,  and  cases  there  cited.)  The  same  doctrine  is  held  in  the 
case  of  Brown  vs.  Fteter,  7  Wend.  301. 

But  where  the  payment  appeared  of  record,  no  doubt  the  clerk 
and  the  party  would  be  liable  in  trespass,  for  here  the  issuing  of  an 
execution  would  be  irregular,  and  all  persons  concerned  in  issuing 
it  are  trespassers.  If  the  application  had  been  once  made  but 
fraudulently  erased  by  the  party,  or  if  the  execution  had  been  paid 
and  surrendered  to  the  debtor  as  evidence  of  payment,  and  then  sur- 
reptitiously purloined  by  the  party  and  a  second  execution  sued 
out,  we  incline  to  the  opinion  that  the  party  must  be  treated  as  a 
trespasser,  the  same  as  if  he  had  sued  out  the  second  execution 
while  a  satisfaction  of  the  first  appeared  of  record,  or  while  the 
first  execution  was  in  the  hands  of  the  debtor,  and  not  returned  in- 
to the  office  of  the  clerk.  But  as  that  is  not  the  present  case,  we 
do  not  incline  to  decide  it. 

But  in  the  present  case  the  execution  was  sued  out  by  one  of 
the  debtors  and  a  mere  stranger,  and  in  no  sense  can  thes6  defen- 
dants connect  themselves  with  the  process,  so  as  to  claim  protec- 
tion under  it. 

They  are  not  the  creditors  or  the  agents  olr  attorneys  of  the 
creditors,  but  act  wholly  without  the  knowledge  and  independent 
of  the  creditor.  A  mere  stranger  who  had  resolved  upon  commit- 
ting a  trespass,  might  just  as  well  purlom  a  writ  from  some  attor- 
ney's office  and  procure  the  authority  signing  the  writ,  to  deputize 
him  to  serve  it,  and  then  claim  to  have  proceeded  in  the  execution 
of  this  precept,  in  which  he  had  no  interest  directly  or  indirectly, 
and  over  whksh  he  had  no  control.— (5  Wendell  237.) 

In  Green  vs.  Jones,  1  Saunders  300,  it  is  held,  that,  to  a  plea 
of  justification  under  process,  it  cannot  be  replied  by  the  plaintiff 
that  defendant  did  not  do  ihe  act  by  virtue  of  the  process,  for  this 
is  not  a  traversable  or  issuable  part  of  the  plea.  If  the  party  have 
such  process  and  it  issued  regulariy,  all  acts  done  in  the  apparent 
execution  of  it  are  to  be  referred  to  it  of  course  on  the  ground  of 
legal  courtesy,  or  that  charity  will  put  the  most  favorable  construc- 
tion on  a  man's  acts.  But  surely  the  .^fencc  of  the  process, 
and  themamer  of  its  being  prayed  out  may  be  put  m  issue.  In 
this  case  U  is  not  true  that  Lee  the  creditor,  sued  out  this  execu- 
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OuiiMi,    Qor  is  it  true  that  the  defendants  or  tbeir  agents  or  attorneys,  or  as 

isse.       assignees  of  the  debt  sued  out  the  writ,  for  the  debt  was  exiinr 

Pieraon      guishtd  and  not  assigned.     For  this  reason  then  as  well  as  the  for- 

Otl«  at  tL  mer,  we  are  satisfied  that  the  execution  issued  irregularly,  and  that 
the  defendants  have  no  color  of  pretence  to  justify  their  proceed* 
ings  under  it. 

The  case  of  Luddington  vs.  Peck,  S  Conn.  700,  and  that  of 
Watson  vs.  Watson,  9  ib.  140,  are  certainly  very  strong  cases  io 
favor  of  defendants ;  and  much  stronger  than  any  others  to  be  found 
m  the  books.  The  latter  case  is  one  indeed  of  very  questiona- 
ble authority,  and  they  are  not  in  point.  In  neither  of  those  ca- 
ses was  any  such  want  of  authority  shown  in  the  party  attempting 
to  justify  as  in  the  present.  The  case  of  Turnor  vs.  Folgate, 
Raymond  70,  referred  to  by  Ch.  J.  Swift,  in  the  case  of  Ludding- 
ton vs.  Peck,  is  one  which  could  not  be  recognized  as  law  here. 
There  the  creditor  after  having  sued  out  and  levied  one  execution, 
sued  out  a  second  execution  on  the  same  judgment,  and  levied  it 
upon  other  goods  with  a  view  to  double  charge  the[^debtor.  In 
our  practice  no  such  thing  could  happen,  unless  ^through  the  de- 
fault of  the  clerk,  for  the  party  is  never  entitled  to  two  executions 
of  the  same  or  different  grades,  at  the  same  time,|^but  bothTare  the 
constant  practice  in  the  courts  of  Great  Britain ;  and  this  is  the 
true  reason  ease  was  held  to  be  the  proper  remedy. 

^  The  judgment  of  the  county  court  is  affirmed. 
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A 

ABATEMENT. 
1.  Where  a  dilatory  plea,  before  a  justice  o' 
the  peace,  ie,  even  after  Judgment  thereon i  by 
the  consent  of  parties  waived,  judgment  majr 
be  rendered  on  the  merits,  and  the  lecord  may 
be  made  up  as  if  no  such  plea  had  been  ever 
inteipoeed.— £^erfofi  vs.  Hart  et  aU,  207 
ABSENCE  OF  A  JUSTICE. 

See  CoiTTIlfVANCB,  jNIMSm. 

ACCOUNT. 
See  Book  account.  paMwn. 

ACT  OF  THE  LEGISLATURE. 

1.  An  act  of  the  legislature,  reciting  a  for- 
mer statute,  is  evidence  of  the  former  statute. 
— Lord  vs.  Bigelow  et  oL  446 

2.  A  grant  trom  the  legislature,  either  to  in- 
dividuals or  to  a  foreij^n  corporation,  gives  them 
a  capacity  to  take  and  held  the  thing  granted. 

ADMINISTRATORS. 

1.  On  the  decease  of  cither  party  in  a  suit 
pending,  where  by  hw  the  cause  of  action  sur- 
vives, the  executor  or  administrator  must  enter 
at  the  next  term  ot  the  court  after  his  aupoint- 
ment,  or  it  will  be  an  abandonment  of  the  suit. 
— TyZer  vs.  Whitney,  26 

2.  If  the  opposite  party  wish  to  compel  the 
appearance  of  such  personal  representative  for 
the  purposA  of  obtaining  Judgment  against  the 
estate,  ne  must  serve  a  Mctrejaeiat  for  that  pur- 
pose returnable  at  the  next  term  after  the  ap- 

E ointment  of  such  personal  representative,  or 
e  cannot  compel  such  appearance.  ■«*• 

8.  An  administrator  advancing  money,  in 
good  faith  for  the  esUte,  and  being  guilty  of 
no  neglect  nor  unreasonable  delay  in  convert- 
ing the  eflects  into  money,  will  be  allowed  in- 
terest on  his  advances.— Bi*  Adtn*r  vs.  Hetrt 
0/  Smith,  W5 


4.  So,  where  he  applies  for  an  order  of  sate, 
to  satisfy  a  balance  due  him,  which  Is  resisted 
by  the  heirs,  he  wiU  be  allowed  his  senrlces  and 
expenses  In  closing  the  trust,  P^^??  he  snc- 
ceed  in  estabHf hing  his  claim.  Butif  bisclaim 
be  found  unfounded,  it  is  otherwise.  i»- 

6.  The  sentence  or  decree  of  the  proMe 
court  is  conclusive,  as  to  anTnatters.whigi  ap- 
pear from  the  record  to  have  been  actuaUy  ad- 
judicated upon.  But  claims  by  or  ««wm*  « 
administrator,  which  are  not  browht  tmder 
consideration  in  the  adjustment  of  hi»  acconnt, 
are  not  concluded  by  Ae  findinjN     ^,^^^^^^/f- 

6.  An  adminiatrator  eetUed^  •eiont  in 
1820.    In  1882,  (the  estate  not  having  been 
fS^j!Uinl8^,)heypliedfor^^^ 
of  a  subsequent  account,  which  wm  don^ 
upon  appeal  fiom  the  decree  ••f,  «^  P~~I* 

Xt  upSn  the  ^^•^iT^f''ki"!^,,^l^t 
not  coinpetent  to  overtjaul  the  w"J«»«5V  *J 
1820,  or  to  coirect  any  enori  occumng  there- 
in. 

See  Seisin,  L 

AD  DAMNUM. 

1.  In  an  action  of  trespass,  ^}^^r^ 
lit  the  county  court,  where  the  ad  damnum  ex- 
:^'s%n^h u'ndred  ^-^7^^'^^;:^5^^;^ 
refuses  to  dismiss  the  action  for  ^^^^J"^^ 
diction,  the  value  of  the  property  b«»8  *«■ 
than  one  hundred  dollars,  this  court  haveno 
authority  to  reconsider  the  decWon—Xpiamjrf 
vs.  BoWncM,  ^jjj^u^jjMENT. 

See  CoifTiNUANC*,  jpaettw. 

ADVERSE  POSSESSION. 

1 .  If  a  tenant  of  the  debtor  be  in  poesesslon 
of  land  at  the  Ume  of  the  levy  of  execution, 
and  he  continue  in  possession  until  the  expira- 
tion of  six  months,  and  the  land  is  not  redeem- 
ed, he  becomes  the  tenant  of  the  creditor  and 
the^title  all  along  is  so  far  the  Htme»  that  •*  be- 
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tween  the  debtor  and  creditor  there  is  no  ad- 
vene poesetsioD — AldU  ex,  va.  Burdiek,    21 

2.  U  there  were  an  adverae  poaseaaion  it  will 
not  render' void  a  conveyance  by  the  marahall 
of  United  States,  such  conveyance  not  coming 
within  the  intent  of  the  statute,  avoiding  con- 
veyancea  by  reason  of  adverse  possession.     lb. 

8.  Where  an  administrator  held  a  mortgage 
for  the  bepe^t  of  the  heirs,  he  may  make  a 
valid  conveyance  to  the  heirs,  notwithstanding 
an  adverse  possession  in  a  eina^eT.^-Appleton 
rn.Edmm,  2S9 

AGENT. 

1.  A  person  assuming  to  act  as  the  agent  of 
another  without  authority  may  be  made  liable 
on  the  contract  as  principal.  Or  if  the  nature 
of  the  case  do  not  admit  of  auch  remedy  he  , 
may  be  made  liable  for  all  damages  by  action 
on  the  case  as  for  a  deceit. — Clark  vs,  Fo$ter, 

98 

2.  Thus  assuming  to  ace  is  prima  facie  frau- 
dulent and  the  plaintiff  need  only  show  the  ac- 
ting as  a^ent  without  authority  and  his  dama- 
ges sustained  thereby.  Ih, 

8.  The  onutprobandi  to  disapprove  the  fraud 
is  on  the  defendiant.  lb. 

ARREST  OF  JUDGMENT. 

1.  If  one  of  several  counts  in  a  declaration 
is  fiktaUy  defective,  and  a  general  verdict  on 
all  the  counts  is  returned  and  entered  in 
favor  of  the  plaintifi^  judgment  will  be  ar- 
retted.—Haee2ten  vi.  Weare,  480 

2:  Where  one  count  n  bad,  and  the  verdict 
is  general.  Judgment  will  be  arrested.— ifarcf. 
ing  vi.  Or^jpe,  601 

See  Verimct,  1. 

ASSUMPSIT. 

1.  Assunptit  can  be  sustained  oqIj  by  that 
person  from  whom  the  consideration  moves,  and 
who  has  the  beneficial  interest  in  the  contract. 
-^Warden  vs.  Bumham,  990 

AUDITORS. 
1  The  chairman  of  the  board  of  auditors 
may  give  notice  to  the  parties  of  the  time  and 
place  of  meeting,  to  sdjust  the  aoeouuts.  If 
one  of  the  parties  does  not  appear,  a  majority 
of  them  may  adjourn  tojany  other  time  and 
place  for  the  puVpose  of  taking  the  accounts.— 
Svfinton  vs.  Brtoin,  282 

2.  It  is  not  necessary  that  the  auditors  should 
all  convene,  either  for  the  purpose  of  giving 
notice,  or  of  adjourning.  /^ 

8.  It  need  not  appear  of  record  that  the  au- 
ditor  was  sworn.  That  will  be  presumed,  uni- 
less  thecootraiy  appear— Putnam  vs.  Dutton, 

896 

4.  If  the  auditor  proceeds  without  evidence 
to  find  facts,  or  if  upon  incompetent  evidence 
or  against  all  evidence  he  find  facts,  this  should 
be  shown  by  the  report  or  bv  evidence  addres- 
sed to  the  county  court,  if  the  auditor  refuses 
to  report,  and  in  that  case  the  report  cannot  be 
accepted.  *  jj 


AWARD. 

1.  Whether  it  is  a  good  defence,  at  Zaio,  to  a 
suit  on  an  award,  that  the  same  was  obtained 
by  fraud,  quere, — Emerson  vs.  Udallt  867 

2-  If  it  be.  Held,  that  it  cannot  be  avoided 
by  showing  merely  that  a  claim  presented  to 
the  arbitraton,  and  by  them  allowed,  had  been 
previously  paid,  and  that  known  to  the  party* 

8.  Nothing  is  available,  in  this  way,  except 
facts,  which  do  not  come  within  the  scope  of 
the  award,  and«  from  their  nature,  are  not  con- 
cluded by  it.  ik. 

See  Towns,  9, 10. 

B 

BAIL, 
See  RsDEMPTioN,  2. 

BANKS, 

1.  The  withdrawing  of  bank  stock  under 
the  form  of  loans  upon  private  security,  if  per- 
mitted  with  intent  to  reduce  the  effective  cap. 
ital  below  the  amount  required  by  charter,  is 
a  violation  of  the  charter. — State  ys.  Eetex 
Bank,  489 

2.  But  on  proceedings  had  by  information 
for  the  purpose  of  vacating  the  charter,  it  is 
not  a  matter  of  course  iliat  for  this  cause  it 
will  be  declared  vacated.  The  power  of  the 
court  is  to  bo  exercised  in  discretion ;  and  {if 
no  existing  danger  to  the  community  requires 
it  to  be  exercised,  the  court  will  docline  to 
exercise  it.  7^, 

BAR. 
See  Book  account,  2,  8. 
BASTARDY. 

1.  A  married  woman  cannot  sustain  a  prog- 
ecution  under  the  statute  relating  to  «  bastards 
and  bastardy/*  for  the  purpose  of  compelling 
the  father  of  a  child,  begotten  and  bom  during 
the  coverture,  to  contribute  to  its  support,  even 
by  showing  total  want  of  access  of  the  husband 
of  such  woman — Oaffery  vs.  Avetin,  70 

2.  Such  case  is  one  not  provided  Corby  stat- 
ute. ''     jj^ 

8.  A  complaint  for  bastardy  must  be  in  wri- 
ting and  be  eigned  and  sworn  to ;  but  the  com- 
plaint  need  not  so  to  state. — Oravee  v».  Adama, 

ISO 
4.  The  complaint  states  that  J.  G.  complains 
that  the  defendart  aid  beget  a  child  on  one  J. 
G.  which  i?  likely  to  be  bom  a  bastaid,  «tc., 
and  then  praying  process,  the  same  not  being 
signed,  was  held  insufficient.  If, 

i,.^  '^}^l^^^,?r^^iseotti  prosecuHon  under 
jthe  slatute  relating  to  bastards  and  bastanly  is 

l^5^?^/°?w®'*''°°  ^®'"  «^ promissory  note  exe- 
icuted  for  that  puipose  by  the  defendant.— flbZ, 
}^omb  vs.  ^timpaont  i^i 

6.  Such  a  prosecution  iaa  civil  suit  and  mav 
as  well  be  made  the  subjact  of  a  compromise', 
as  any  other  civil  suit,  and  a  promissory  note 
5-T  ^l^u't^"^^  compromise,  before  (he 
birth  of  the  child,  cannot  be  avoided,  by  show- 
ing that  the  person  accused  could  not  ha^e  been 
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the  father,  unless  /raud  or  imposition,  in  briiur- 
ing  about  the  compromise,  be  also  shown.  Ih. 
7  In  a  pro<iocution  for  bastardy,  if  the  com- 
plainant becomes  non-mit,  or  the  proceedings 
are  quashed,  costs  may  be  taxed  for  the  defand- 
MX.—Allard  vs.  Bingham,  470 

BOOK  ACCOUNT.     . 

1 .  In  the  action  on  book,  a  plea  which  ad- 
mits the  defendant  to  have  been  once  account- 
able, though  it  goes  in  dischaiige,  is  bad. — Del- 
awart  vs.  Staunton,  48 

2.  Any  plea  in  bar,  which  puts  in  issue  facts 
to  which  the  parties  may  testify,  is  bad.        lb, 

8.  TherefoM,  a  plea  of  payment  or  settle- 
ment in  bar,  is  bad.  Ik, 

4.  Before  audilors,  parties  are  competent  to 
testify  to  payment.  lb, 

6.  The  defendant,  in  an  action  on  book, 
may  prove  by  his  own  oath,  that  he  has  deliv- 
ered up  to  the  plaintiff,  in  pursuance  of  an  a- 
greement  between  them,  a  note  which  he  held 
against  the  plaintiff  and  another,  in  payment 
of  the^ plaintiff's  account. — Fasttt  vs.  Vin^ 
cent,  73 

6.  In  an  action  of  book  account,  coming  in- 
to this  court  by  exceptions,  no  questions  can 
be  reversed  except  questions  of  law  arising 
either  upon  the  facts  reported  by  the  auditor,  or 
else  found  by  the  court,  and  placed  upon  the 
record. — Putnam  vs.  Dutton,  896 

7.  In  an  action  of  hook  account,  sued  be* 
fore  a  justice  of  the  peace,  the  want  of  service 
on  a  joint  contractor  must  be  pleaded  at  the 
first  term,  and  if  not  so  pleaded  is  waived — 
Pike  ve,  Blake,  400 

8.  The  deposition  of  a  party  to  an  action  on 
book,  cannot  be  used  as  evidence  before  the 
auditor.  Nor  can  that  of  an  interested  wi:nes8 
be  so  used.  lb. 

See  Contract,  2,8. 

BRIDGES. 
See  Town  a,  2,  8,  4. 

BY  WAYS. 
See  Towif  t,  2,  8. 

c 

CERTIORARI. 
1.  The  proceedings  of  the  county  court  in 
relation  to  laying  out  highways  and  appraising 
the  damages  thereby  occasioned,  can  be  revis- 
ed in  the  supreme  court  only  by  certiorari, 

Adanu  vs.  Netofane,  27X 

COLLECTOR  OF  TAXES. 

1.  The  bond,  required  by  the  act,  relating  to 
particular  land  taxes,  passed  Nov.  11.  1807,  to 
be  given  by  the  collector,  is  iufficient,  if  it  be 
given  in  double  the  amount  of  the  tax-bill  de- 
livered to  the  collector,  although  it  be  not  in 
double  the  amount  of  the  whole  tax  upon  the 
township.— .i^peflr  vs.  Ditty,  419 

2.  Where  the  eoliector's  sale  was  advertised 
at  a  particular  time  and  place,  and  the  collect- 
or's return  states  it  to  have  been  held  in  the 
town  and  on  the  day  designated,  it  will  be  pre- 
sumed, in  the  absence  of  proof  to  the  contra- 


ry, that  it  was  held  at  the  precise  time  and 
place  specified.  Jb. 

8.  It  is  not  nece9snry,  that  the  town  clerk  eer. 
tify  the  volumes,  numbers,  and  dates  of  the 
several  papers,  in  which  the  committee's  and 
collector's  advertisements  are  published  ;  but  it 
is  sufficient,  if  all  these  particulars  appear  in 
his  record  of  the  advcrtiseroouts,  Ib„ 

4  It  i&  not  necessary  that  the  collector's 
rate  bill  should  be  recordi^d.  lb* 

COMMISSION. 

1.  When  a  commission  {nerchant  is  directed 
to  sell  for  cash ,  he  is  accountable  to  his  employ- 
er, if  he  delivers  the  articles  sold  without  re- 
ceiving pay  therefor,  and  cannot  be  pretected 
by  any  custom,  existing  among  commission 
merchants,  to  deliver  such  articles  and  wait 
for  lh«  pay  in  a  week  or  ten  days. — Bli9$  et  al., 
vs.  Leggitt  et  al,,  262 

COMMISSIONERS  OF  JAIL  DELIVERY. 

1.  When  the  commissioners  of  jail  delivery 
certify  that  the  creditor  is  duly  notified,  their 
certificate  is  conclusive. — Allen  ys.  HaU,     84 

2.  Their  decision,  on  a  plea  of  abatement, 
cannot  he  examined  in  an  action  a§rainst  the 
sheriff  for  an  escape,  or  on  the  jail  bond.      lb, 

3.  The  effect  of  their  decision  is  the  same, 
when  they  certify  the  manner  of  notice,  if  they 
also  adjudge  and  certify  that  the  creditor  wii 
duly  notified.  *  fh^ 

COMPLAINT. 
See  Bastardy,  8,  4. 

COMPROMISE* 
See  Bastardy,  5,6. 

Promissory  Note,  6. 
CONDITION  PRECEDENT. 

1.  If  A  agree  with  B  to  pay  him  the  amount 
of  an  account  due  A  &  B  jointly  from  A  &  C, 
the  sum  to  be  ascertained  by  a  person  named! 
and  to  be  paid  within  one  year  from  the  date  of 
the  bond,  the  procuring  the  arbitrator  to  state 
th<3  sum  due,  before  the  expiration  of  the  year, 
is  not  a  condition  precedent ;  and  if  the  sum 
be  ascertained  bifora  suit  brought,  but  after  the 
term  of  payment  has  expired,  B  may  still  sus- 
tain his  action. — Taylor  vs.  Gallup,  840 

2.  Conditions  precedent  must  appear  ^to  be 
such  by  the  express  terms  of  tlie  contract,  or 
by  necessary  implication,  or  they  will  be  held 
indepcndant  covenants.  /^. 

See  Co^iTRAOT  for  Service,  I,  2,  8. 
CONSIDERATION. 

1.  A  declaration  in  assumpsit,  which  alleg- 
es no  legal  cdnsideration  for  the  promise,  is 
bad ;  and  a  past  and  executed  consideration 
which  is  not  alleged  to  have  been  at  the  de. 
fendants*  request,  and  in  no  way  Appears  to 
have  been  for  his  advantage,  is  no  legal  con- 
sideration and  is  a  defect  not  cured  by  ver- 
dict.-^/farJift^  vs.  Cragie,  501 

See  ENDOR8eJaG^T,  1,  2. 

CONSTITUTION. 
See  Indictment,  1. 

CONTINUANCE. 

1.  A  justice  of  the  peace  cannot  continue  a 
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Close  returnable  beforo  another  justice,  under 
the  statute  of  18S2,  who  is  interested  as  bail 
for  the  prosecution. — Howe  rs.  Hotford  et  aZ., 

920 

2.  If  a  justice,  who  is  interested,  does  con. 
tfnue  a  cause,  and  the  parties  appear  at  the 
time  and  pUce  to  vf  bich  the  cause  is  continued* 
take  a  trial  on  the  merits  and  make  no  o!)jec- 
tion  on  account  of  the  improper  continuance, 
thejr  cannot  afterwards  move  to  dnmiss  the 
cause  for  that  reason  ;  but  the  irregularity  in 
the  continuace  is  con»ideted  as  waivej.        lb. 

8.  In  case  of  the  absence  merely  of  a  justice 
4>(  the  peace,  before  whom  a  writ  is  made  re- 
turnable, any  other  justice  of  tbe  peace  pres- 
ent, who  can  judge  between  the  parties  in  the 
case,  may  take  jurisdiction  of  the  ciuse  for  the 
purpose  of  deterroioing  the  question  of  c(nitin« 
uance. — Hollind  et  a/,  vd.  Osgood,  276 

4.  This  question  he  shall  determine  upon  the 
sufficiency  of  the  reason  fui  the  absence*  but 
he  is  himself  the  sole  judre  of  the  question, 
and  his  adjudication  is  final.  lb. 

6.  The  second  proviso  of  the  act  givins  this 
authority,  which  requires  that  the  second  jus- 
tice shall  "  a&ter  on  the  files  the  reasons"  for 
the  coktinvance,  referring  as  it  does  to  the  ex- 
pression in  tbe  body  of  tbe  act,  **  by  reivton  of 
sickness  or  other  cause,*'  would  seem  to  hare 
intended  that  the  justice  should  enter  the  **rea^ 
oon  of  the  absence,"  as  far  as  they  were  known 
to  him.  lb. 

6.  But  in  a  case  where  they  were  not,  and 
could  not  be  certainly  known  to  him,  except 
from  inference  and  presumption,  he  is  not 
bound  to  state  the  presumption  or  inference  in 
his  record,  but  may  scate  the  absetice  generally 
and  the  inference  being  implied,  it  is  the  same 
as  if  it  were  expressed.  lb. 

7.  This  part  of  the  act  being  merely  advisory 
to  tbe  justice  as  to  the  mode  of  keeping  the 
record  of  the  proceedings,  if  it  be  not  sliictly 
complied  with,  it  does  not  avoid  the  proceed- 
ings, lb. 

8.  Distinction  between  those  provisions  of  a 
statute  which  affect  the  validity  of  proceed- 
ings ,if  disregarded  ,and  those  which  do  not.  lb. 

CONTRACT. 

1 .  On  a  contract  for  the  delivery-  of  manu- 
factured articles  of  a  given  description  at  a 
eiven  time  and  place,  if  ihe  quantity  specified 
in  the  contract  and  of  the  same  description,  al- 
though not  of  the  same  quality,  be  delivered  at 
tbe  time  and  place,  and  the  defendant  proceed 
to  use  part  of  the  goods  and  to  pay  pait  of  the 
price,  without  objoction  until  after  a  question 
arises  as  to  payment,  he  will  be  considered  as 
having  acci^ted  the  articles  and  waived  all 
claim  for  damages,  or  a  reduction  of  the  price 
stipulated,  on  account  of  any  open  and  appa- 
rent defects  therein.— -1fi/A:i/is  vs.  Stevens,  214 

2.  In  such  CMS,  if  the  articles  be  of  a  kind 
usually  charged  on  book,  although  the  contract 
were  in  writings  and  payment  to  be  made  in 
specific  articles,  yet  if  tbe  term  of  credit  has 
expired,  a  recovery  may  be  had  in  the  action 
of  book  account,  provided  the  contract  is  ex- 
pressed in  dollars.  lb. 


8.  In  such  case,  tbe  stipulation  being  con- 
sidered as  introduced  for  the  use  of  defendant, 
if  not  performed,  it  is  the  same  here,  althoui^ 
not  at  common  law,  as  if  the  contract  had  been 
originally  payable  in  monsy,  and  general  inde- 
bitatuj  assumpsit  or  book  account  will  lie  in 
this  sUte,  But  if  the  contract  be  so  far  spec- 
ial, that  the  object  of  the  action  is  to  recover 
fur  breach  of  defendant's  promi$e  rather  than 
the  value  of  plaintiff's  part  of  the  performance 
of  the  contract,  this  action  will  not  lie.     Jhf 

CONTRACT  FOR  SERVICE. 

1.  In  all  contracts  for  service,  Ifae  perform- 
ance of  the  entire  term  is  a  condition  precedent 
to  the  rights  of  recovery,  and  nothing  a^ort  of 
an  express  stipulation  to  that  efiect,  will  enable 
the  party  to  recover  for  past  performance. — St. 
Albans  Steam  Boat  Co.  vs.  WUkins,  84 

2.  If  in  a  contract  for  service  by  the  year,  the 
undertaker  would  exonerate  himself  from  ser- 
vice during  any  part  of  the  term,  on  the  ground 
of  custom,  he  must  show,  that  such  is  the  gen- 
eral underatanding  of  such  contiacts.  lb. 

8.  And  unless  he  can  show  this  or  some  oth- 
er sufficient  excuse,  for  such  absence  from  the 
business  of  the  employer,  it  is  an  abandonment 
of  the  undertaking,  and  he  is  not  entitled  to 
recover  part  pa}  unless  he  can  show,  that  tbe 
employer  consented  to  his  return  after  the  ab- 
sence, and  thus  waived  the  forfeiture.  lb. 

CORPORATIONS. 

1.  A  plaint! AT,  who  sues  as  a  corporation,  it 
l>ound  to  shew  bis  corporate  character,  if  pb- 
qoired. — Lord  vs.  Bigelow  et  al.^  445 

COSTS. 

1.  When  a  plainttfT  prays  out  a  writ,  and 
causes  the  same  to  be  served,  if  the  officer 
neglects  to  return  the  writ  to  the  justice,  no 
action  will  lie  against  the  plaintiff  at  the  suit 
of  the  defendant  for  the  costs  incurred  In  oon- 
sequencf!  ct  such  neglect. — Stovene  vs.  WiL. 
kins,  281 

See  Rccooif  izANCK,  1,  2. 

D 

DAYS  OF  GRACE. 

1.  B,  residing  in  New-Hampshire,  soM  to 
D,  at  Cambrklge,  Massachusetts,  where  O  re- 
sided, a  quantity  of  cattle,  for  which  D  there 
gave  his  promissory  note,  payable  In  fifteen 
days.  B  brought  his  note  to  Vermont,  where 
E  signed  it.  Held,  that  £  was  entitled  to 
three  days'  grace  on  this  note. — Brymmt  vs. 
Edson,  825 

DEED. 

1.  When  two  deeds  of  the  same  land  are  ex- 
ecuted by  A  to  B,  at  or  near  tbe  same  time, for 
the  same  consideration,  and  for  the  same  pur- 
pose, of  the  same  tenor, 'but  of  diflerent  dates, 
and  before  either  deed  is  recorded,  or  any  fur> 
ther  conveyance  made  or  lien  created,  B  gives 
up  to  A  the  deed  last  executed,  to  he  cancelled, 
the  other  deed  is  not  operative  between  the 
parties,  without  some  new  agreenent  to  give 
it  efTect,— something  tantamount  to  a  new  de* 
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Nverr.  Bat  if  A  takes  awiy  tnd  deitroyi 
ttid  last  executed  deed,  without  the  consent  or 
authority  of  B,  the  other  deed  ahall  be  allowed 
to  take  effect,  and  be  recorded. — Carli$9  vb 
Corlisft  878 

2.  Notice  of  an  unrecorded  deed  is  equiva- 
lent, as  against  those  having  such  notice,  to  a 
record  of  the  deed.  lb, 

DELIVERY. 

Bee  Pkomibbort  Notv,  8. 
DEMAND. 

See  VsRDftCT,  1. 

DEPOSITION. 

1.  The  caption  of  a  deposition,  taken  to  be 
used  before  an  auditor,  should  state  the  time 
end  place  of  trial. ->P»Ae  vs.  Blake,  400 

a.  A  justice  of  the  peace  in  the  state  of  New 
Toik,  has  authority  to  take  depositions  to  be 
used  out  of  that  state.  lb, 

S.  An  alteration  of  a  deposition,  by  ths  mag- 
istrate taking  it,  after  it  is  signed  and  sworn  to, 
and  without  the  assent  of  the  deponent,  if  it  be 
in  any  sense  material,  vitiates  the  deposition, 
nnd  it  is  no  longer  admissible  as  evidence. — 
WinoMkU  Tttm,  Co.  vs.  RidUy,  404 

4.  A  deposition  may  be  taken  by  a  justice  of 
the  peace  in  the  state  of  New  York,  to  be  used 
in  Vermont. — Matioeka  vs.  Bellamy ^  468 

5.  That  the  adverse  party  resided  within 
80  miles  of  the  place  of  caption  of  a  deposition, 
nt  the  time  of  the  service  of  the  unit  does  not 
contradict  the  certificate  of  the  justice,  that  be 
resided  more  than  80  miles  distant  at  the  time 
of  capMon.  Jb. 

See  Book  account,  9. 
DEVISE. 

1.  Under  the  Probate  act  of  1797,  If  lands 
mre  devised  to  A,  and  he  is  made  executor 
jointly  with  B,  and  all  debts  due  at  the  decease 
of  the  tesiatoi<togetber  with  all  specific  leg- 
acies ar^  paid,  A  holds  the  lands  as  devisee 
and  not  as  executor,  and  if  a  claim  accrues  af- 
terwards the  executor  is  not  responsible.— iVa. 
«e«  vs.  Smalley,  1 18 

2.  An  estate  devised  to  two  sons  of  the  de- 
visor, creates  an  estate  in  common,  if  there  is 
nothing  said  in  the  devisee  that  the  estate  shall 
be  joint. — Gilman  et  ex  vs.  Morrill,  74 

8.  When  one  of  the  devisees  dies  intestate 
and  under  a;e  and  without  issue,  the  mother 
inherits  a  part  ot  the  estate  devised  to  him, 
with  ^tho  surriving  brother ;  tiotwithsUinding 
the  will  was  road  a  and  the  testator  died  pre- 
vious to  the  passing  of  the  present  probate  act. 

DIVISION  OF  ESTATES. 
1.  When  a  division  is  ordered  by  a  court  of 
probate  between  the  estate  of  a  testator  or  in- 
testate, and  the  real  estatiof  another  person,  in 
pursuance  of  Uke  84th  section  of  the  probate 
act  of  A.  D  1821,  if  thecommiUee  appointed 
to  make  such  division  give  the  notice  to  such 
person,  which  is  requited  by  thit  section,  and 
mAerwards  proceed  to  make  the  division,  their 
report^  when  accepted  by  said  court,  if  no  ap- 


peal is  taken,  becomes  binding  and  conclusive 
upon  such  person,  though  the  previous  notice 
required  by  the  second  proviso  to  that  section 
be  omitted — Corlise  vs.  Corliss,  878 

E 

EJECTMENT. 

1.  A  person  who  has  defended  an  action 

of  ejectment,   commenced   against  another, 

claiming  the  land  as  his,  and  where  a  recov. 

ery  waa  had  against  the  defendant,  is  not  pre. 

eluded  fsom  oonteatin|r  the  title  of  the  plain. 

tiff  in  the  ejectment,  in  a  suit  in  chancery, 

instituted  by  him  against  the  same  plaintiff. 

•^Clark  vs.  Lyman,  390 

See  RBDBMmoN,  1,  2. 

ENDORSEMENT. 

1.  An  endorsement  of  a  negotiable  note, 
directing  payment  to  be  made  to  the  endor. 
see,  in  anqual'fied  terms,  is  sufficient  to 
transfer  the  legal  properly  and  right  of  ao. 
tion,  though  the  words  value  received  bo  omit, 
ted  in  the  endorsement. — Snow  ve.   Conant, 

301 

2.  In  such  case  it  is  no  defence  to  the  ma- 
kor  of  the  note  that  the  endorsement  was  not 
founded  on  a  valuable  consideration.  It  is 
sufficient  if  the  title  of  the  endorsee  be  not 
infected  with  illegality  or  fraud.  lb. 

3.  If  the  maker  of  a  negotiable  note  has 
become  the  endorsee  of  other  notes  against 
the  payee;  and  by  giving  the  requisite  notice 
has  acquired  a  right  to  plead  the  lattei  notes 
in  offset  to  his  own,  he  retains  the  same  right 
when  afterwards  sued  by  an  endorsee  of  his 
own  note.  And  in  each  case,  no  objection 
to  the  defendant's  title  to  the  notes  pleaded 
in  offiiet  can  he  successfully  urged  by  the 
plaintiff,  which  would  not  have  been  avaUa. 
b!e  to  hia  endorser.  lb 

EQUITY. 
See  JoooMBirr,  1,  3, 3,  4. 

ERROR. 

1.  Tkat  the  proceedings  of  the  eounty 

court  are  erroneous,  must  appear  by  the  rec- 

ord,  or  they  will  be  presumed  to  be  correct.— 

Mattocks  YW.  Bellamy,  4^ 

ESTOPPEL. 

1.  A  tenant  is  estopped  from  denying  the 

titlo  qf  his  landlord,  in  An   action    of  eieet. 

ment  brou^t  by  the  landlord .^Lor J  vs.  Big. 

■    elow  et  al.^  44$ 

3.  Such  eutoppel  may  be  given  in  evidence 

on  trial  of  tbo  general  issue,  plead   by  the 

tenant.  j^^ 

EXCEPTIONS. 
1.  In  proceedings  of  our  supreiaeconrt  up. 
on  bills  of  cxceptionii,  if  there  bo  error  in  the 
proceedings  of  the  conrt  below,  fdthouffhsnb. 
stantial  justice  may  have  been  done,  the  par. 
ty  excepting  is  entitled  to  a  new  trial  as  a 
matter  of  right,  and  the  court  have  nodiaere. 
tion  to  refuse  it  as  they  may  and  will  in  euoh 
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oaaei,  on  putUioa  for  new  triah.— /mA  ts. 
Cloye9  et  al,  SO 

EXECUTION. 
SeeTftBsrASfl,  1. 

False  iMrRiioNHENT,  1, 3. 

EXECUTOR  OR  ADMINISTRATOR. 

1.  The  settlement  of  an  ezecotor's  or  ad. 
ininJBtraior's  account,  before  the  court  of  pro. 
bate,  unappealed  from,  is  oonclosiTe  upon  ev. 
ery  subject  adjudicated  upon.  The  heirs, 
legatees  or  creditors  cannot,  in  &•  suit  on 
the  probate  bond,  shew  as  a  breach,  that  the 
sale  of  the  real  estate  was  fraudulent  and  in 
fact  sold  to  ttie  executor  oi  administrator  at 
less  than  its  value,  but  should  have  oontes. 
ted  the  account  of  the  admin titrat«r  before 
the  court  of  probate  where  the  administrator 
was  charged  with  the  amount  of  sales. — Pro^ 
haU  court  vs.  Merriam^  234 

3.  Such  settlement  does  not  preclude  the 
heirs,  legatees  or  creditors  from  prpving  that 
other  property  came  into  the  hands  of  the 
administiator  or  executor,  of  which  no  ac 
count  is  rendered.  lb. 

3.  When  an  executor  or  administrator  is 
indebted  to  the  testator  or  intestate,  he  must 
charge  himself  with  the  amount  due  from 
him,  if  solvent,  or  it  will  be  a  breach  of  his 
bond.  lb. 

4.  Quere.  Whether,  if  the  executor  or 
administrator  was  woUy  insolvent,  a/ooovery 
could  be  iiad  on  the  bond  Tor  the  amount  of 
such  debt?  lb. 

See  Seisin,  1. 
Devise,  1. 
EXEMPTION   FROM    ATTACHMENT. 

1.  A  wooden  boot,  hang  up  at  the  door  of 
a  boot  and  shoemaker's  shop  as  a  sign  of  his 
trade,  is  liable  to  attachment,  like  other  goods 
and  chattels. — Wallace  et  uL  vs.  Barker.  440 


FALSE  IMPRISONMENT. 

1.  A  mistake  in  the  name  of  the  t<fwn  in 
which  the  jail  is  sitnate,  in  an  execution, 
does  not  render  that  execution  void,  nor  the 
imprisonment  thereon,  in  the  common  jail  of 
thj  county,  a  trespass. — Lewie  vs.  Avery  et 
al,  287 

3.  If  a  person  be  committed  to  jail  on  a 
sufficient  process,  that  is  a  defence  to  tth.  ao« 
tion  for  a  false  imprftonment,  thoitgli  he  at 
tke  same  time  be  committed  on  aavirregular 
or  Toid  process ;  unless  it  appears  bv  the 
pleading]or  evidence  that  some  inconvenience 
or  injury  has  occurred  to  the  plaintiff 'l>y  this 
void  process.  lb. 

FEME  COVERT, 

See  BiJTAEDT,  1, 3. 

FORECLOSURE. 

1.  If  the  plaintiff  in  a  decree  of  foreclos. 

ure  in  chancery  receives  payment  of  part   of 

the  sum  decreed,  it  opens  the  foreelosure.  — 

Convert  Vf.  €hoh  et  aL,  164 


FRAUD. 
See  AoENT,  1,  3,  3. 
FRAUDULENT  REPRESENTATIOIT. 
See  PaomssoET  Note,  1,  3. 

G 

GUARDIAN. 
See  Skleotmkn,  1. 

H 

HABEAS  CORPUS. 

1.  A  writ  of  habeas  corpuo^  returned  Into 

court  and  lodged  in  the  files,  may  be  shown 

by  a  copy  duly  certified  by  the  clerk. — MaU 

tocka  vs.  Bellamy,  463 

HIGHWAYS. 

1.  Damages  were  awarded  and  paid  to  a 
person,  on  account  of  a  road  laid  out  through 
his  land;  and  said  road,  baforo  being  opened 
or  made,  was  re-snrveyed  and  altered,  on  the 
application  of  such  person,  but  no  part  of 
stfid  road  was  removed  from  bis  land.  The 
report  of  the  committee  making  such  altera, 
tion  was  silent  on  the  subject  of  damages. 
Held,  that  these  facts  alone  did  not  entitle 
the  town  to  recover  back  the  damages  so  paid. 
-"StiUern,  MiddUeex,  436 

3.  It  seems  tfiat  no  part  of  such  daroagea 
can  be  recovered  back,  by  reason  of  the  dis- 
continuance of  the  road,  alter  it  has  been 
opened  and  used  as  a  highway^  Otherwise,  if 
it  is  discontinued  and  abandoned  before  it  is 
opened  or  made.  /5. 

See  Selectmen,  3. 

Towns,  3,  3,  4,  8,  9. 

HEIR. 
See  Devise,  3,  3. 

H0ABAND  AND  WIFBT. 

See  PkoMissoET  Note,  6. 

1 
IMPEDING  PROCESS. 

1.  If  an  officer  attach  personal  property  inf 
goo4  faith,  which  in  fact  did  not  belong  to 
the  perfaon  on  whose  debt  he  made  the  attach, 
ment,  still  it  is  not  lawful  for  the  owner  of 
the  property  oven,  to  resist  the  attachment, 
but  he  must  resort  to  his  action  at  law. — 
State  vs.  Downer  et  al.,  424 

See  Indictment,  5,  6. 

INCUMBRANCE. 
See  MoaTOAOB,  1. 

INDICTMENT. 

1.  The  seventh  article  of  amendment  fo* 
the  United  States  Constitution,  which  pro- 
vides, that  in  the  trial  of  capital  and  other 
infamous  offances,  the  accused  shall  be  en. 
titled  to  trial  vp'^n  indictment,  haa  reference 
to  offences  coguizablo  only  be  tore  the  United 
States  cxiiiviB.-^State  vs.  ieyes,  57 

3.  The  pursuading  a  witness  not  to  attend 
a  public  prosecution  on  the  part  of  the  state, 
although  not  infamous,  is  an  indictable  of. 
fence,  even  where  sueh  witness  had  not  ht**-*- 
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re^aUirly  terred  with  a  subpcBtta,  bat  was 
known  to  he  a  material  witness  and  to  be  rs. 
lied  upon  by  the  public  proseoutor.  lb. 

3.  The  attempt  to  oommit  such  oflTdoee,  et. 
idenced  by  distinct  and  anequivoeal  ac/«,  is 
indictable,  whether  it  sacoeod  or  not.        lb, 

4.  So  the  Bolieiting  any  one  to  commit 
■uch  offence  is,  it  seems,  itself  indictable. /6. 

5..  In  an  indictmeiit  against  one  for  impo. 
ding  an  officer  in  serving  civil  process,  the 
allegations  must  show  the  nature  of  the  pro. 
cess,  the  manner  it  was  attempted  to  be  serv. 
ad,  and  the  particular  mode  of  resistance^-— 
State  vs.  DotBfur,  424 

6.  An  indictment  for  an  assault  and  bat. 
tery  of  an  officer  in  the  execution  of  his  of. 
fice,  as  at  common  law,  is  good  without  set* 
ting  forth  the  process  or  the  manner  of  re. 
sistance,  and  may  be  sustained,  notwithstan. 
ding  the  higher  penally  superadded  to  the  of. 
fence  by  the  statute.  lb* 

INTEREST. 

1.  Interest  allowed  [on  a  merchant's  ad- 
eonnt  when  he  sells  on  a  credit,  afler  the  time 
pf  credit  has  expired. — Raymond  vs.  Adm*r 
of  Isham,  258 

5.  No  interest  allowed  on  routaal  accounts 
If  hen  there  is  no  stipulated  period  of  credit, 
and  when  the  balance  may  vary  from  time  to 
Ume.  '  lb. 

8ee  Sciac  facias,  1, 2. 

ADMINISTSATOaS,  3. 

IRREGULARITY  OF  PROCESS. 

1.  If  there  be  no  fatal  irregularity  in  the 
proceedings  of  a  court  of  competent  ju^isdlc- 
tion,^however  erroneous  they  may  be  .Call  acts 
done  in  obedience  to  thoir  precept  will  be  jus. 
tified,  unless  the  party  act  maliciously  and 
without  probable  cause,  and  then  the  remedy 
is  by  special  action  on  the  case. — Pearson  vs. 
GaUetah,  609 

See  Faxjbb  IiiFmxsoKMKirr,  1,  9. 

J 
JUDGMENT. 

1.  If  a  judgment  be  rendered  in  pursuance 
of  an  agreement  of  the  parties  which  directs 
a  particular  mode  of  satisfying  it,  equity  will 
not  permit  it  to  be  enforced  in  any  way  incon. 
flistent  with  the  agreement. — Naaon  it  al.  vs. 
SmalUyetal,  118 

2*  If  one  of  two  executors  fraudulently 
consent  io  a  judgment  against  both,  the  oth. 
er  executors  will  be  relieved  inequity — and  if 
the  judgment  operates  as  a  fraud  upon  the 
estate  It  will  be  enjoined  absolutely.  lb, 

3.  And  this  although  the  judgment  creditor 
was  nd  privy  to  the  fraud,  if  he  be  a  trustee 
merely  for  the  party  to  the  fraudulent  agree, 
merit.  lb. 

4*  In  this  case  tlie  judgment  creditor  was  an 

administrator,  and  the  judgment  was  render. 

ed  by  agreement  between  one  of  the  defend. 

ants,  and  a  person  Interested  in  the  estate  rep. 

66 


resented  by  the  plaintiff.  Beld,  thai  if  tba 
other  persons  interested  in  the  estate  soa|cht 
to  anforce  the  judgment,  they  were  subjeot 
to  all  equities  arising  out  of  the  agreement. 
And  inasmuch  as  the  court  of  law  did  not 
examine  the  merits  of  the  claim,  the  court  of 
equity  will  do  so,  and  if  thej  find  it  not  equit- 
able— they  will  not  permit  it  to  be  inforced 
either  against  the  defendant  who  did  not  in 
fact  assent  to  it  nor  against  the  estate  which 
the  defendants  represents.  !&• 

See  TasBpAss,  I. 

JURtSDlCTION. 

1.  When  a  plaintiff  sues  before  the  count T 
court  for  a  certain  number  of  penalties,  in  all 
amounting  to  over  one  hundred  dollars,  and 
on  trial  gives  evidence  only  of  a  number  not 
amounting  to  that  suqi,  and  there  is  no  evi- 
dence  tending  to  prove  any  more,  er  that  any 
more  had  been  incurred,  the  county  court 
should  dismiss  the  eause  for  want  of  juri^dio. 
ii<m.^Putney  vs.  Bellowe,  279 

JUSTICE  OF  THE  FEACE. 

See  CoNTXNVACK,  1,  2. 


LEVY  OF  EXECUTION. 

1.  A  substantial  compliance  with  Judge 
Chipman's  forms  of  levy  of  an  execution  on 
real  estate  is  sufficient  to  pass  the  title,  and 
a  literal  compliance  will  not  be  required.-* 
Aldie  Ex'r  vs.  Burdiek,  21 

2.  ThB  creditors  of  one  of  a  firm,  may  set 
off  on  execution  his  share  of  the  real  estate, 
held  by  the  firm,  if  it  is  not  made  to  appear 
that  the  creditors  of  the  firm  will  be  injured 
therebv. — Clark  vs.  Lyman,  290 

3.  Such  a  levy  will  be  held  good,  unless 
the  creditors  or  the  other  members  of  the 
firm  take  some  measures  to  have  the  interest 
of  ilia  debtor  ascortttined,  before  the  levy  is 
made.  lb, 

4.  The  form  for  an  officer's  return  of  a 
levy  of  real  estate,  promulgated  by  Judge 
Chipmau,  has  been  frequently  adjudged  sufl 
ficient.— Day  et  al.  vs  Roberts,  413 

5.  **  Good  and  lawful  freeholders'*  imports 
"  disinterested."  The  case  of  Prince  vs. 
JHdge,  4  Vt.  R,  191,  and  Seymour'e  adm*r  vs. 
Beach,  4  Vt.  R.  493.  distinguished.  lb- 

LIMITATION. 
1«  The  statute  of  limitation  does  not  run 
upon  a  judgment,  while  the  judgmer^  debtor 
is  imprisoned  on  the  execution  ;  but  begins 
to  run ,  upon  the  discharge  of  the  debtor,  un. 
der  the  act  for  the  relief  of  poor  debtors.— 
Ferries  vs.  BarUno,  90 

2.  Such  a  case  is  within  the  statute,  and 
the  action  of  debt  is  barred  afler  the  lapse  of 
eight  years  from  the  date  of  sneh  discharge. 

3.  The  act  of  the  Provlnoisl  Parliament  in 
Lower  Canada,  passed  in  1793,  declaring  that 
suits  skali  ba  brought  on  promissory  notes 
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witbin  ilva  yran,  or  •ball  be  eontidersd  u 
paid  and  diaoharged  if  the  debtor  makea  oath 
that  the  same  is  paid,  ia  considered  as  a  stat- 
nte  of  limitation,  or  a  atatnte  prescribinfif  a 
mode  of  proof,  and  aa  sacb  hat  no  foroe  in  this 
■tato.  The  atatote  onlj  effdcts  the  remedy 
and  not  the  contraot.— Carticr  tb  Pag9^  146 
Bee  SoiEB  Facui,  !9. 

m 

MORTGAGE. 

1.  When  a  pnrohaaer  of  an  eetate,  ineum. 
bered  by  two  mortgares.  at  the  time  of  the 
purchoae,  agreee  with  the  mortgagor  to  pay 
the  mortgagee,  and  retains  a  part  of  the  par- 
ohase  money  for  that  purpose,  and  goes  into 
poseessioR,  he  cannot  aflcrwards  take  a  eon- 
Teyanee  from  the  first  mortgagee,  and  set  it 
np  against  the  second  mortgagee,  notwith. 
vtanditig  he  may  itave  been  decoived  by  the 
mortgtigor  aa  to  the  amount  due.— Comxrss 
Ts.Cooirsf  eZ,  164 

See  Rbbemftion,  1. 
Plbdob,  ]. 

MOTION  IN  ARREST. 

Qvere,  Whether  a  motion  in  arrest  can  be 
•natained  when  the  trial  of  an  issue  in  fact 
Is  by  the  oourt. — Blisw  etal,  vs.  Leggitt  et  al. 

MOTION  FOR  JUDGMEJIT. 
I.  A  motion  for  judgment,  notwithstanding 
a  Terdict  for  the  other  party,  is  neoAsarily 
founded  on  the  record  alone,  and  can  never 
depend  on  any  state  of  eyidence  which  is  not 
diaoIoMd  by  the  record.— iSimw  vs.   Conant, 

301 

o 

OFFSET. 

1.  Where  B.  owed  D.,  both  on  note  atul 
book,  D.  commenced  two  suits,  one  on  book 
and  one  on  note.  B.  filod  a  declaration  in 
offset  on  book  to  the  action  of  D.  on  note, 
HWd,  that,  in  such  case,  B.  could  not  apply 
bis  account  on  the  note  in  this  manner.— I>a. 
vU  VB.  Barton^  246 

3.  If  an  action  on  contract  is  commenced 
against  A  and  B,  but,  in  consequence  of  a  re« 
torn  of  non  e&t  iuventu*  as  to  B,  is  entered 
and  prosecuted  against  A  only,  he  may  plead 
in  offitet  a  demand  due  to  himself  alone.-! 
^fioio  Vft.  Conant,  901 

P 

FAROL  EVIDENCE. 

1.  Parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  oontnu 
diot,  vary,  or  add  to  a  written  contract.'-* 
Bradley  vs.  Bentley,  S43 

PARTIES'  TESTIMONY. 
8m  Book  Aocodht,  4,  5,  6. 

PAUPERS. 
1.    No  obligation  rest*  npon  towns,  aside 
flrom  the  proviaioiw  of  the  statute  to  sustain 


their  poor,  'nor  oan  thoy  be  eompelled  to  p»y 
ior  the  neoeasary  support  Of  as  acknowledg- 
ed pauper,  unless  by  oxpreit  contract  viUi 
them  in  their  corporate  capacity,  or  with  ibo 
overseers  in  the  mode  pointed  out  by  statute. 
-^CattUton  va.  Miner  et  al.  909 

9.  Where  an  order  of  rei^oval  of  a  pauper 
bad  been  made,  and  the  pauper  removed,  bat 
the  time  for  taking  an  appeal  had  nottranspi . 
red ;  it  is  competent  for  the  oversesra  of  tbo 
poor  of  the  two  towns,  by  mutual  conoent,  to 
abandon  the  said  proceeding,  take  back  said 
pauper,  and  thus  place  alt  things  as  \f  aaid 
order  had  not  been  made.— PatP^ef  vs.  Iforth 
Hero,  196 

PAYMENT. 

1.  An  endorsement  of  part  payment  opon 
a  written  contract,  when  it  is  proposed  to  bo 
need  for  the  purpose  of  rebutting  a  preaump.- 
tion  of  payment  of  the  balance,  can  have  re- 
ference only  to  the  time  such  part  payment 
purports  to  have  been  made. — .Hayes  ts. 
morse,  316 

See  FoRKCi/>8iraB,  1. 
TacBpASs,  1. 

PENSIONER. 

1.  The  money  of  a  pensioner,  in  the  hands 
of  his  agent,  or  attorney,  appointed  to  feceiro 
his  pension  from  the  disbursing  agent,  and- 
received  on  that  account,  is  not  liable  to  a 
trustee  process. — Adams  vs.  Newell  et  aL  190 

PLEDGE. 

1.  Distinction  between  a  mortgage  and  a 
pledge.  A  mortgagor  of  a  personal  chattel 
cannot  sustain  trover  against  his  mortgagee, 
unless  the  chattel  be  redeemed. — W^  ts. 
Jhidley,  430 

POSSESSION. 

1.  A  delivery  of  property  to  anothor,  to  bo 
paid  for  at  a  given  price,  and  to  become  his, 
upon  condition  that  the  price  be  paid,  ia  nut 
fraudulent  as  aii^inst  the  creditor  of  the  vendeo. 
Bigelow  vs.  Huntley,  160 

2.  And  in  case  it  be  attached  by  the  crrdi- 
tor  of  the  vendee,  before  condition  performed, 
the  vendor  will  hold  the  same  against  the  at- 
taching creditor.  The  vendor  has  a  right,  in 
such  case  to  determine  the  bailment,  and  re- 
sume the  possession.  i&. 

8.  And,  although  a  specific  time  is  given  for 
the  payment  of  the  price,  which  has  not  ex- 
pired, yet,  if  the  properly  be  attached,  upon 
process  against  the  vendee,  and  the  vendor  re- 
ceipt the  same  to  the  officer,  he  becomes  enti- 
tlea  to  the  possession,  and  may  maintain  tres- 
pass or  trover  against  a  subsequent  attaching 
creditor  of  the  vendee,  who  takes  the  property 
from  his  possession,  Ih» 

4.  In  such  case,  the  right  of  possession  be. 
ing  in  the  vendor,  though  only  as  reoetptor. 
the  rule,  that  the  plaintiff  oannot  recover 
when  he  has  not  the  right  of  posaeasioB,  does 
not  apply,  lb. 
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6.  Where  penonel  property,  when  aold,  is 
in  the  poieeBsion  «f  a  third  person,  «nd  that 
person  is  fully  inforni^,  both  by  the  vendor 
anit  vendee  of  tho  property  being  sold,  this  is 
a  Bpfficient  change  of  possession  to  protect  it 
from  the  creditors  of  the  vendor. — JFUret  vs. 
Chipmant  334 

6.  The  purchaser  of  a  chattel  committed  it 
to  the  koeping  of  a  third  person,  who  suffers 
it,  without  the  knowledge  or  consent  of  the 
purohaaor,  to  go  back  into  the  possession  of 
the  vendor,  when  It  was  attached  by  his  cred. 
itor.  Held,  that  the  creditor  might  hold  the 
chattel.^£merson  et  aL  vs.  Hydet  359 

7.  The  law  rsquires  such  oiiange  of  pos. 
■ession,  as  indicates  to  the  world  at  large  a 
change  of  ownership;  and  if  such  possession 
is  not  taken  by  the  purchaser,  it  is  no  excuse 
that  be  entrusted  the  chattel  to  another,  who 
was  negligent  or  unfaithful,  lb, 

PRESENTMENT. 

1.    If  a  note  be  made  payable  at  a  particu. 

lar  place,  a  presentment  and  demand  ore  not 

necessary  to  entitle  the  holder  to  recover  a- 

gainst  the  maker. — Hart  el  al.  vs.  Oreen,  191 

PRESUMPTION. 

1.  A  presumption  against  the  title  of  the 
mortgagee,  arises  from  mere  lapse  of  time,  in 
favor  of  a  Btrangcr. -.Appleton  vs.  Edton,  239 

2.  Where  the  possession  has  been  vacant, 
courts  will  not  presume  any  thing  against  the 
legal  estate,  lb. 

3.  No  presumption  of  payment  of  a  bond 
can  arise  from  mere  lapse  of  time  of  any  peri- 
od  short  of  twenty  years. — Mattoeks  vs,  BeU 
lamy,  463 

See  PATMEirr,  1. 

PRINCIPAL  AND  SURETY. 

1.  A  promise  by  a  principal  to  pay  into  tbt 
hands  of  his  surety,  for  his  indemnity,  the  a. 
mount  for  which  the  surety  has  become  ac. 
countable,  whenever  the  latter  shall  be  called 
on  for  payment  by  the  creditor,  or  shall  have 
reason  to  doubt  the  ultlmute  ability  of  the 
principal  to  save  him  harmless,  is  a  valid 
promise,  on  which  an  action  may  be  sustain- 
ed by  the  surety  ;  and  it  is  not  a  prerequisite 
to  an  action,  founded  on  such  a  promise,  that 
the  surety  should  have  paid  the  debt,  or  any 
portion  of  it. — Fletcher  vs.  Edson,  394 

PROBATE  COURT. 
See  Administrators,  4,  5,  6. 
Division  of  Estates,  1. 
PROMISSORY  NOTE. 

1.  A  party  may  recover  upon  a  promissory 
note  which  has  been  voluntarily  given  up  to 
be  cancelled. — Reynolds  et  al.  vs.  French  ei 
al.f  85 

2.  If  a  debtor,  by  false  and  fraudulent  rep. 
reeentation,  as  to  his  situation,  induce  hie 
oroditor  to  deliver  op  to  him  his  promissory 
inotes  upon  payment  of  a  part  only  of  what  le 
doe,  the  creditor  may,  upon  proof  of  the 
fraad,  recover  the  balanoe  of  his  debt  in  an 
action  on  the  note.  lb. 


3.  Delivery  is  enrantial  to  tho  validity  of  » 
promissory  note.— CAamderZasn  ▼■«  H&pp*  el 

ai,  '  94 

4.  The  maker  of  ft  promiseoiy  note  takes 
it  from  the  holder,  for  the  purpose  of  obtain- 
ing the  signature  of  a  surety.  Another  signs 
as  surety,  bat  the  priocipai  refuses  to  re.de. 
liver  the  note.  The  surety  is  not  liable  t#  a 
suit  on  the  note*  lb. 

5.  When  a  promissory  note  is  given  to 
compromise  a  contingent  liability,  the  note 
can  never  be  avoided  by  showin|f  that  t^e 
maker  of  the  note  was  not  in  fact  or  inlaw  H. 
able. — Holcomb  vs.  Stimp$on^  141 

6.  A  promissory  note,  executed  by  a  hus. 
band  to  his  wife,  during  coveture,  is  void,  and 
cannot  be  enforced,  even  for  the  benefit  and 
in  the  name  of  a  third  person,  to  whom  the 
husband  has  aflerwards  promised  to  pay  it.^ 
Sweat  YB.HaU,  187 

<l 

QUANTUM  MERUIT. 
1.  In  the  case  of  labor  performed  on  hnd, 
under  a  special  contract,  but  not  strictly  ac- 
cording to^he  terina  of  the  contract,  if  it  be  of 
some  benefit  to  defendant,  the  plaintiff  may  re- 
cover  on  a  quantum  meruU,  as  much  only  as 
the  labor  is  worth  to  defendant-— Djfar  vs. 
Jones.  d05 


RECEIPTORS. 

1.  if  an  officer  attach  property,  and  bail  il 
to  a  redciptman,  who  refuses  to  redeliver  it 
on  request,  he  may  sustain  trover  against 
such  receipt  man. — Sibley  vs  Story,  15 

See  Possession,  2,  3,  4. 

RECOONIZANCE. 

1.  A  recovery  maybe  had  on  a  recogni- 
lance,  entered  into  in  court  for  the  proveeu. 
tion  of  a  suit  there  pending,  &c.,  although 
the  suit  may  have  been  dismissed  for  want  of 
jurisdiction,  if  cost  was  taxed  for  the  defend* 
ant  in  the  suit  agreeably  to  the  provisions  of 
the  statute. — Colony  vs.  Maeek^  114 

2.  The  court  had  jurisdiction  of  the  suit 
for  the  purpose  of  taking  such  recognixanoe, 
also  of  rendering  judgment  on  the  plea  to 
their  jurisdiction,  and  of  rendering  judgment 
for  cast,  lb. 

•  RECORD  OF  DEEDS. 

1.  When  a  town  dork  copies  a  deed  deliv« 
ered  to  him  for  record  on  a  book  which  has 
ceased  to  be  a  book  for  recording  for  a  num. 
ber  of  years,  and  does  not  insert  the  names  in 
the  alphabet,  for  the.  purpose  of  concealmei  I 
.  and  fraud,  such  deed  is  not  recorded,  and  is 
no  notice  to  after  purchasers,  or  attaching 
cred  itors — Sawyer  et  al,  vs.  Adorns,  1 79 

See  Dbso,  1,  9, 

REDEMPTION. 

1.  The  plaintiff  in  cje«ttaent  on  mortgage, 
when  dffsndant  obuins  a  decree  of  toreolo. 
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sura  and  time  to  redeem, Is  enUdedtoiakehie 
writ  of  poeseesion  and  exeution  for  eotU  on  the 
expiration  of  the  time  sot  for  redemption,  and 
the  terms  of  the  deoree  not  complied  with.— 
Emer»on  et  al,  ts.  WoMtum,  9 

9.  The  day  of  the  expiration  of  the  time 
•ot  fw  redemption,  is  tlie  day  of  ^/loZ  jud^. 
Bent ;  and  the  day  foUowing,  being  the  first 
day  on  which  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  excoutioB. 
is  the  first  of  the  sixty  days  within  which 
phiintiff  must  aver  a  non  ist  inventus  return 
on  the  same  in  order  to  charge  bail  on  mesne 
process^  Ih. 

3.  The  bail  in  such  case  afe  not  dischar. 
ged  by  the  operations  of  the  decree  either  on 
the  ground  that  it  extends  the  time  more  than 
sixty  days  from  the  rendition  of  final  judg. 
ment,  or  that  the  costs  are  merged  in  the  de. 
cree,  /&. 

REFKRENCE. 
1.  The  Mori  have  no  power,  without  the 
consent  of  the  parties,  to  enlarge  a  rule  of  re- 
ference.— Rice  vs.  Clarke  104 
3.   In  a  case  referred  by  agreement  of  par- 
tiee,  it  is  no  ground  of  setting  aside  the  report 
that  the  referees  admitted  irrelevant  or  ille. 
gal  testimony,  if  it  had  no  tendency  to  mis. 
lead  their  minds,  and  did  not  in  fact  niislesd 
ihem.i^Leamed'^n^BellotH,  79 
3.   Reports  of  referencee  are  not  to  be  set 
•side  for  every  circumstantial  error,  but  only 
where  they  adopt  a  rule  of  action  and  misap. 
ply  it;  and  in  this  respect  it  is  immaterial 
whether  iti>e  a  rule  of  law,  or  of  equity,  or 
Af  arithmetic*                                               Ih, 
RELEASE. 
1.   A  general  release  of  all  "demands,  notes 
and  accounts,"   will  not  be  construed  to  in. 
elude  a  suit  pending,  especially  when,  from 
testimony  aliunde^  it  appears  such  was  not 
the  intention  of  the  parties.i— Iiearfi<4i  vs,  BeU 
Uw^                                                              J9 
RETURN. 
See  Lbvt  of  Execution,  1,  4* 

ROADS. 
See  Towns,  2,  3,  4, 8.  9, 
JIiQHWATS,  passing 

SCIRE  FACIAS. 

1.  If  a  plaintiff  bring  scire^faciatt  «nd  re- 
Tive  a  judgm^t,  he^ibtains  no  Interest,  oor 
can  he  ever  alterwards  revi?o  that  claim  fur 
interest — Rail  vs.  Hall,  156 

2.  If  part  of  a  judgment  be  apparently  saU 
Isfied  by  a  levy  of  record  of  the  exnculion  on 
real  estate  acquiesced  in  by  both  parties,  and 
the  balaiicc  of  the  judginunt  be  revived  by 
•eire  facias,  and  afterwards  the  levy  bo  dccla. 
red  void,  the  amount  of  the  levy  may  be  revi- 
ved, and  the  statute  of  limitations  will  only 
run  from  the  time  of  the  levy  being  declared 
void,  Ih, 

See  AmoirreTEA'roM,  9. 


SCHOOL  DISTRICTS. 

1.  The  statute  in  relation  to  erecting  or  al. 
tering  school  districts,  requires  that  they 
should  bo  defined  by  geographical  limits,  and 
be  made  to  consist  of  territory  and  not  of  per- 
mnsrSrmy  ts.  Shsldon,  409 

sEism. 

1.  If  an  executor  or  administrator  declare 
on  his  own  seisin,  in  an  action  of  ejectment, 
he  moat  prove  his  appointment  as  a  part  of 
his  title,  but  not  so  where  he  declares  upon 
the  seisin  of  his  testator  or  intestate^ — Aldis 
Ex'r  vs.  Burdick,  21 

SELECTMEN  OF  TOWN. 

1.  When  a  person  is  committed  to  jnif,  aa4 
remains  within  the  same,  or  within  the  limits, 
who  is  subject  to  have  a  guardian  appointed 
over  him,  as  a  spendthrift,  under  the  14th  sec 
tion  of  the  statute  in  relation  to  settlement 
and  providing  for  th^poor,  the  selectmen  and 
civil  authority  of  the  town  where  the  jail  is 
situate,  may  make  the  complaint  for  that  pur. 
pose,  if  such  person  has  no  k  gal  settlement 
in  the  state — Gushing  vs.  Hale,  38 

Semb.  The  selectmen  and  civil  authority 
of  any  town  where  such  person  resides,  may 
make  such  complaint,'  i6. 

2.  If  such  complaint  recites  that  it  was 
made  by  a  majority  of  the  selectmen  and  civil 
authority,  and  the  magistrates  act  thereon,  it 
is  prima  fads  evidence  that  it  was  made  bv 
such  majoritv,  li, 

3.  The  selectmen  of  a  town  have  no  power 
to  discontinue  a  road,  laid  by  the  road  com. 
mission crs,  or  a  committee  appointed  by  the 
legislature  or  supreme  or  county  court. — 
State  vs.  Shrewsbury,  223 

4.  The  selectmen  and  overseers  of  the  poor 
cannot  make  a  contract  obligatory  on  the 
town,  for  the  support  of  a  person  having  a 
settlement  therein,  fur  a  greater  sum  than  nve 
dollars,  without  an  order  from  a  justice  of  the 
peace,  in  pursuance  of  the  20th  section  of  the 
statute  in  relation  to  settlements,  and  provi* 
ding  for  the  poor. — IvesvM,  Wallingford,  224 

SETTLRD  MINISTER. 

i.  A  town  charter  reserved  "  lands  to  the 
amount  of  one  rigbi  to  be  and  remain  for  the 
purj>ose  of  settlement  of  a  minister  and  min. 
iBters  of  the  gospel  in  said  town  forever.** 
And  directed  that  this  right,  and  ihoso  reser. 
ved  for  the  support  of  schools,  and  of  social 
worship,— •'together  with  their  improvements, 
rights,  rents,  profits,  dues  and  interests,  shall 
remain  unelienably  appropriated  to  the  uses 
and  purposes  for  which  they  are  respectively 
assignca,  and  t>o  under  the  charge,  direction, 
and  disposal  of  .the inhabitants  of  said  town, 
ship  forever.**  Held,  .that  said  right  did  not 
vest  absolutely  in  .the  minister  first  settled  in 
said  town;  and  therefore,  that  he  could  not 
convey  it  in  fee  to  a  third  person. — WilUams 
vs.  Ooddard,  499 

SETTLEMENT. 

Set  iSiLiOTiuir,  No.  1, 9. 
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SHERIFF. 

1.  A  deputy  sheriff  cannot  Bervc^  writ  in 
fayor  of  a  town  of  which  bo  ia  a  rated  inhabi. 
UnU-^Fairfeld  vs.  Hall,  68 

S.    Tho  shoriffof  anut  tier  state  Q»nnot  pur. 
■oe  and  retake  a  iirtsoner  wbo  Jjas  escaped 
'  from  his  custody*,  ou  civil  process. — Bramley 
Ti.  Huf  china,  194 

3.  The  liability  of  an  officer,  for  having 
neglected  to  l.vy  an  execution,  conf+TS  no  in- 
terest in  tho  jiiflgrment  debt,  in»r  aicy  riglit  to 
control  or  dischdrj^n  it.  ThcreHw^,  the  proof 
of  sucli  liability  uloiie  is  not  admiHsibio  in  sup. 
port  of  a  plea  alleging  that  tho  officer  was  in. 
tcrestcd  in  tho  demand.— -F/e/cA^  et  aL  vs. 
Crooker  et  aL  314 

4.  Ni>r  is  it  a  ground  for  rcv^^rsing  a  judg« 
ment  of  the  county  couit  on  exceptions,  that 
they  r<>^>e<«d evidence  offered  to  prov/^,  in  sup- 
port of  such  plea,  that  the  officer  hod  procu« 
red  a  second  judgmehTto  bo  recovered  against 
the  debtor,  aud  a  new  ejKoution  to  be  issued  • 
•inoe  it  does  not  nt  crssarily  result  from  thig 
thai  he  acquired  any  intert^st  ia  the  debt,  Or 
even  mado  anydisburseineote,  lb, 

SLANDER. 

1.    In  a  declaration  for  slanderous  words, 

tbe  words  constituting  tho  slanderous  charge 

must  be  set  forth;   and  an  omission  to  state 

them  is  not  cured  |by  verdict. — Hastltan  vs. 

Weare,  460 

SURETY. 

See  Promissory  Note,  4. 


TAXATION,  EXEMPTION  FROM. 

I.  A  citizen  of  Vergenncs  liable  to  taxation 
by  reason  of  bis  property,  does  not  acquire  an 
exemption  from  taxation,  or  arrest  for  pay. 
ment  of  taxes  by  cnlistingr  into  the  army  of  the 
United  States.-  Webster  vs.  Seymour  et  aL  135 

TOWNS. 

« 

1.  If  an  overseer  of  the  poor,  in  binding 
ont  to  apprenticeship  a  child  chargeable  to  the 
tDwn,  covenant  that  such  child  shall  faithful. 
ly  serve  out  the  term,  the  town  is  not  liable 
for  tho  breach  of  such  contract. — Baldwin  vs. 
Rupert,  256 

3.  Towns  are  bound  to  repair  injuries  to 
roads  and  bridges  as  soon  off  may  be,  but  this 
term  is  to  have  a  reasonable  and  practicable 
construction,  and  the  repair  is  to  be  made  as 
soon  as  tho  magnitude  of  the  work,thp  oppor. 
tunity  of  procuring  materials,  and  other  cir. 
Gumstanc  -a  necessarily  connect^td  with  such 
a  work  will  admit. — Briggg  vs.  Outlford,  $64. 

3.  Quere — ^Arc  towns  bound  to  open,  when 
practicable,  any  by-way  around  a  bridg'?, 
while  repairing  ?  lb. 

4.  If  such  by.way  be  voluntarily  opened 
by  the  town,  they  are  bound  only  to  maku  tbe 
■ame  as  safe  and  good  as  the  temporary  pur. 
pose  for  which  it  is  made  would  reasoDablv 
require,  lo. 


5.  Injuries  in  any  measure  owing  to  the 
plaintiff's  want  of  ordinary  care,  are  not  the 
foandatioaof  an  action,  *  lb, 

6.  A  town  officer  cannot  recover  pay  for 
his  services  unless  by  exprre s  vote  of  the  town 
or  vjhat  U  equivalent, — -Boyden  vs.  Brook, 
line,  284 

Dubitalur,  whether  a  constant  usage  in  re. 
lation  to  that  partic^ilar  office,  from  year  to 
year,  will  impose  any  obligation  upon  the  town 
to  pay  such  officer,  whi  re  no  express  vote  has 
botn  had  to  that  elfoct.  lb, 

7.  The  cont  sniporancous  construction  of  a 
statute,  and  long  established  practice  under 
it,  giva  an  exposition  of  its  snlrit  and  in  ten. 
tion,  which  courts  are  not  at  liberty  to  depart 
from,  lb, 

8.  Towns,  at  the  annval  Maroh  meeting, 
or  at  the  adjourned  term  of  the  same  in  April, 
may  transact  any  business  within  tlie  scope 
of  their  corporate  interests,  whetlier  the  sub. 
ject  matter  of  the  business  is  ramfd  in  tho 
warrant  Jfor  tbe  meeting  or  not.'-^Sckoff  vs. 
Bloomfiild,  473 

9.  If  at  such  meeting,  a  town  appoint  an 
agent  to  compromise  a  disputed  claim  for 
daidages  on  account  of  a  road  laid  across  plain. 
tiff's  land  by  the  selsoimen,  each  n^-^nt  may 
refer  the  qoostionOf  the  amount  to  be  paid,  to 
arbitrators ;  and  the  town  will  be  bound  br 
the  award.  /(• 

10.  If,  after  the  awaid,  and  after  tho  road 
IS  legally  opened,  the  owner  of  the  land  keep 
the  road  f):nc?d  up,  this  docs  not  avoid  tbe  a« 
-ward,  but  tho  town  must  resort  !•  their  rem. 
edy  undtr  thoiigencral  laws,  as  in  other  wimu 
lar  oases,  Ik% 

See  HiaHWAT,  1,  2. 

TRESPASS. 
1.  If  a  judgment  be  paid  on  the  issuing  of 
the  first  execution,  and  the  ezeootion  snrren. 
dered  to  one  of  tbe  debtgre  &■  evidence  of  snch 
payment,  and  he,  by  acR^ice  of  a  stranger,  sne 
out  a  second  execution,  and  arrest  and  com- 
mit another  joint  debtor  in  the  same  exeoa. 
tion,  without  the  knowledge  or  consent  of  the 
credit4>r,  such  debtor  and  stranger  are  tree, 
passers. — Pierton  vs.  OaU  et  al,  609 

TRESPASSERS  AB  INITIO. 

1.  If  an  officer,  by  direction  of  a  ereditor, 
attach  a  chattel,  and  tho  creditor  put  it  to 
use,  with  the  oesent  of  the  officer,  the^  are 
both  trespassers  ab  initio.  The  rale  of^dam- 
ages,  in  such  case.  Is  not,  of  course,  the  yal* 
ue  of  the  chattels, ^but  is  the  injury  actually 
sustained.— Z>afn6  Vs.  Day  et  al.,  407 

TROVER. 

1.  If  one  intrusted  with  property  fbr  apar« 
ticular  use,  which  becomes  impracticable, 
lend  the  pioperty  to  anoiher  who  had  knowl- 
edge of  the  facts,  this  is  in  both  a  converaion 
of  the  property.— JRics  vs.  Clarkt  109 

2.  tf  a  person  intrusted  with  property  fbr 
a  particular  use  be  guilty  of  any  abuse  of  tho 
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proportj  in  that  obo,  he  U  not  on  that  ac 
oouDt  liable  to  an  action  of  trover.  |/6. 

3.  A  pereon,  who  under  color  of  a  licence, 
takee  propertj  for  another  purpoae,  or  who 
takes  property  aAer  the  licence  is  recalled,  ia 
liable  in  troyer.  And  it  makes  n«  difference 
that  the  plaintiff  might  have  elected  to  hold 
it  as  a  sale  and  delivery  to  a  third  person,  in. 
stead  of  a  conversion  bj  the  ^defendant. — 
Holland  vs.  Cutter  €t  al,,  375 

4.  in  trover  the  mere  assertion  of  owner, 
ship  of  pro|M)rtj  without  in  any  way  inter, 
fering  with  the  property,  or  with  the  owner's 
right  to  control  it,  is  evidence  or  a  conver- 
sion.—/rirt  vs.  Cloftf  9t  alt  30 

5.  A  demand  and  refusal  is  such  evidence 
of  a  conversion,  in  trover,  as  cannot  be  jadg. 
od  or  removed,  by  showing  a  subsequent  at. 
taohment  or  by  a  distress  made  upon  the 
•amo  property  and  sale  upon  plaintiff's  debt, 
but  this  will  go  in  mitigation  of  damages.  Ih. 

Bee  RiOBiFToii,  ] . 

TRUSTEE  PROCESS. 

1.  An  action  cannot  be  sustained  against 
one  as  tnitfes,  under  the  statute,  merely  be. 
cause  he  is  attorney  for  the  absconding  debt, 
or,  and  has  in  his  care  a  debt  in  the  course  of 
eollection,  against  anot^r  penon.— Htfclk. 
9oek  vs.  Bdgerton,  903 

See  Pembionae,  1. 

c  ■ 

USURY. 

1.  If  tiM  defendant  in  a  suit  in  ehanceryv 
Vrought  to  foreclose  a  mov^ge,.  appears, 
•laims  that  there  is  usury  in  the  sum  secured 
by  (he  condition,  has  tha  same  stricken  out  by 
the  master  in  his  report  of  the  sum  due,  a  de. 
cree  passes  for  the  sum  actually  due,  and  the 
orator  takes  possession  of  the  premises  mort. 
gaged,  he  cannot  maintain  an  action  of  Hoct. 
roent  against  the  o^^r  in  the  bill,  or  those 
claiming  under  him,  on  the  ground  that  the 
mortgage  was  void  on  account  of  the  usury. 
^RubUe  vs.  Chtif^t  tt  aL  111 

3.  In  a  suit  in  the  name  of  a  common  in. 
former,  to  recover  the  penalty  under  th^  stat. 
bte  against  usury,  It  must  appear  that  the  pay. 
meot  of  money,  or  other  thing  sought  to  be 
recovered,  was  a  voluntary  payment,  and 
made  in  pursuance  of  a  previous  corrupt,agree. 
inent. — StBtoard  vs.  Dovoner^  330 

8.  A  decree  of  the  county  court,  in  an  ao. 
Uon  of  ejectment  predicated  on  mortgage,  e. 
yen  after  it  becomes  absolute  and  so  the  debt 
is  paid,  does  not  constitute  such  a  payment  as 
will  enable  the  mortgagor  or  a  common  in. 
former  to  recover  the  excess  of  lawful  interest 
invaded  in  such  decree,  i5, 

i.  By  such  decree  it  would  seem,  that  the 
usury  is  purged,   and  no  subsequent  proceed. 


ings  can  be  had,  whtrebytbe  question  of  «ou» 
ry  shall  be  again  brought  into  discussioni  1ft. 
5.  If  the  contracting  party  never  had  a 
right  of  recovery  under  that  statute,  no  action 
can  accrue  to  a  common  informer,  lb. 


VALUE  RECBIVED. 
See  Endoeseubnt,  1. 

VERDICT. 
1.    A  want  of  alleging  a  special  demand 
when  necessary;  is  cured  by  verdict ^^^Biiss 
et  ah  vs.  Arnfild  et  al.  253 

See  CoAsiDsaATioN,  1. 

SLAJfOBE,    1. 

AeEEST  of  JUDOMEHIV  h  9* 

\¥ 

WAIVER, 
See  AEaTEMENT,  1. 

WARRANTY. 
1.  In  a  case  of  warranty  against  all  daims 
of  a  certain  character,  in  case  of  a  suit  bro^ 
against  the  covonantee,  he  mast  notify  tlw 
covenantor,  or  the  judgment  will  be  consider, 
ed  strictly  res  inter  aliot  acta* — CaetUtan  vs. 
Aftner,  309 

3.  The  warrantor  may  in  such  case  contest 
the  judgment  on  its  original  merits,  and  by 
showing  it  without  just  .foundation,  compel 
the  coyenantee  to  Mar  the  loss  of  a  payment 
made  under  it,  os  a  voluntary  payment,      /ft. 

3.  But  the  covenantee  may  submit  to  pay 
the  claim  even  without  suit,  and  in  that  case 
will  recover  of  the  warrantor  by  showing  it 
to  have  been  a  claim  which  he  could  not  have 
resisted,  ift. 

WITNESS. 

1.  If  A  conspire  with  B,  an  insolvent  and 
irresponsible  person,  for  the  purpose  of  pro. 
^uring  property  on  the  credit  of  B,  for  tho 
common  benefit  of  both,  and  to  enable  B  to 
gain  credit,  A  assists  him  to  appear  like  a 
man  of  property,  by  which  means  B  succeeds 
ill  purchasing  goods  on  credit,  which  are  sha- 
red l>etween  the  two ;  in  an  action  on  the 
case  against  A,  brought  by  a  person  thus  de. 
fVauded  of  his  property,  B  is  a  competent 
witness  in  support  of  the  action .—J^rsiou  vs. 
Mareh,  3f0 

3.  A  joint  contractor,  not  a  party  to  tho 
suit,  is  interested  to  defeat  the  suit,  and  not  a 
competent  witness  for  defendant, — Pike  vs. 
Blake,  400 

3.  To  prove  that  a  subscribing  witness  to 
a  note  signed  by  several  signers  was  in  fact 
only  the  witness  to  the  first  signature,  it  is 
not  neoessary  first  to  call  that  witness. — Hlsr. 
diag  vs.  Caagie,  509 


'''7^    ^'I^C..   .'J. 


f-,^ 


Digitized  by  VjOOQ IC 


Digitized  by  VjOOQ IC 


Digitized  by  VjOOQ IC 


Digitized  by  VnOOQ IC 


